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A REASEARCH FRAMEWORK FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC STUDY OF 
EXOTIC PET MAMMALS IN THE USA 
Gabrielle C. Tegeder, Ph.D. 
University of Nebraska, 2015 
 
Exotic animals are not well-represented in geographic studies, even in the 
emerging sub-field of animal geography. With the dearth of exotic animal studies, and 
the relevance of exotic pets in the public consciousness and in the news, a basic, 
introductory study such as this is necessary to begin examining the myriad ways in which 
exotic pets intersect with, and have influence in, both the site and situation of modern 
human-oriented environments.  
Exotic pet attack incidents and both state and federal laws regarding the private 
ownership of exotic mammals as pets were examined in detail within the scope of this 
research. In addition, a survey of 133 exotic pet owners across the country indicated a 
variety of animals owned, as well as diverse viewpoints on the issues associated with 
ownership of exotic animals as pets, many of which stress the health and safety of both 
humans and animals. This dissertation provides a foundation into the subject of exotic pet 
ownership in the United States, and gives some insight into the complex relationships 
between these animals, the people that own them, and the human-constructed 
environment they share. This largely unexplored topic requires more attention so that we 
may examine attitudes about, and laws regarding, exotic pet ownership and its impact on 
people, on animals, and on the spaces in which they interact. These and other issues can 
be – and indeed, should be – explored within a geographic research framework. 
iii 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 2015, Gabrielle C. Tegeder 
 
Author’s Acknowledgements 
I would like to thank the members of my committee for taking a chance on this research 
project – this is not a subject any of them knew much about and it was a gamble – so 
thank you Dr. Richard Randle for taking a chance on supporting me in this research topic, 
Dr. Paul Hanson for helping to prioritize and organize especially at the end, Dr. James 
Merchant for filling in during my time of need, and Dr. Christina Dando, who gave me 
much needed advice, encouragement, and reinforcement throughout the process. I would 
also like to acknowledge Dr. Douglas Amedeo for initially taking me on with this project, 
which was far afield of his normal research. A very grateful thank you must be given to 
Paul Hunt, who significantly improved and polished the maps. Finally, I would like to 
thank Kelly Johnson for encouragement and significant help in editing the initial draft; 
and most of all my husband, Gregory Tegeder, for his constant proof-reading, and 
support, and above all else, his insistence that I finish what I started.   
 
iv 
 
 
 
Table of Contents 
 
LIST OF MULTIMEDIA OBJECTS .............................................................................................. v 
CHAPTER 1: STUDYING EXOTIC PETS WITHIN A GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT .................. 1 
CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY ......................................... 18 
CHAPTER 3: EXOTIC PET LAWS ............................................................................................. 29 
CHAPTER 4: INCIDENTS OF EXOTIC PET ATTACKS .......................................................... 78 
CHAPTER 5: EXOTIC PET SURVEY ...................................................................................... 107 
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH .................................................. 137 
DEFINITIONS ............................................................................................................................. 141 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................ 144 
APPENDIX A: LAW SUMMARIES .......................................................................................... 161 
APPENDIX B: EXOTIC PET INCIDENTS, JANUARY 2000 – DECEMBER 2012 ............... 173 
APPENDIX C: EXOTIC PET INCIDENTS, BY STATE .......................................................... 186 
APPENDIX D: FATALITIES BY STATE (MAMMAL INCIDENTS IN BOLD) .................... 188 
APPENDIX E: INJURIES TO NON-FAMILY MEMBERS BY EXOTIC PETS ..................... 190 
APPENDIX F: SURVEY RESULTS OF STATISTICAL DATA .............................................. 195 
APPENDIX G: SURVEY RESULTS OF OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS .................................. 208 
APPENDIX H: SURVEY QUESTIONS ..................................................................................... 236 
APPENDIX I: SPECIES REPRESENTED IN SURVEY ........................................................... 240 
APPENDIX J: EXOTIC PET NUMBERS, BY STATE ............................................................. 241 
 
 
 
v 
 
LIST OF MULTIMEDIA OBJECTS 
 
Table 2.1 Values assigned to each animal class to determine restrictiveness ranking. .... 23 
Figure 3.1: Pet wolf hybrid ............................................................................................... 30 
Figure 3.2: Legality of big cats. ........................................................................................ 49 
Figure 3.3: Legality of native cats.. .................................................................................. 51 
Figure 3.4: Pet serval ........................................................................................................ 52 
Figure 3.5: Legality of small cats.. ................................................................................... 53 
Figure 3.6: Legality of wolves.. ........................................................................................ 54 
Figure 3.7: Pet wolf hybrid ............................................................................................... 55 
Figure 3.8: Legality of wolf hybrids. ................................................................................ 56 
Figure 3.9: Pet fennec fox ................................................................................................. 58 
Figure 3.10: Legality of foxes. .......................................................................................... 59 
Figure 3.11: Pet raccoon  .................................................................................................. 60 
Figure 3.12: Legality of raccoons. .................................................................................... 60 
Figure 3.13: Legality of skunks. ....................................................................................... 62 
Figure 3.14: Pet squirrel monkey ...................................................................................... 64 
Figure 3.15: Legality of primates. ..................................................................................... 65 
Figure 3.16: Legality of hedgehogs. ................................................................................. 67 
Figure 3.17: Legality of deer. ........................................................................................... 68 
Figure 3.18: Legality of bears. .......................................................................................... 69 
Table 3.1: Restrictiveness rank and score of state laws relating to exotic pets ................ 70 
Figure 3.19: Restrictiveness of state laws relating to exotic pets, based upon ranking and 
score in table 3.1.. ...................................................................................................... 75 
Table 4.1: Total number of reported incidents of injury and fatality due to exotic pets, by 
year (2000-2012) ....................................................................................................... 81 
Figure 4.1: Trendlines for reported exotic pet incidents and fatalities, 2000-2012 .......... 82 
Figure 4.2: Fatalities as a % of total reported incidents for all exotic pets, and for 
mammals only, 2000-2012 ........................................................................................ 83 
Figure 4.3: Reported fatalities attributed to exotic pets in the United States, January 2000-
December 2012 .......................................................................................................... 85 
Figure 4.4: Total incidents (red) compared to fatalities (blue) attributed to exotic pets in 
the United States from 2000-2012, by category of animal ........................................ 87 
Figure 4.5: Reported incidents, fatalities and non-fatal but serious injuries, by category 
(exotic pet mammals only) in the United States, 2000-2012 .................................... 88 
Figure 4.6: Exotic pets causing the most reported injuries in the United States, 2000-2012
 ................................................................................................................................... 89 
Figure 4.7: Map of all reported exotic pet incidents by state, 2000-2012 ........................ 91 
Figure 4.8: Map of reported exotic pet mammal incidents by state, 2000-2012 .............. 92 
vi 
 
Figure 4.9: Map of all reported fatalities caused by exotic pets, 2000- 2012 ................... 93 
Figure 4.10: Map of all reported fatalities caused by exotic pet mammals, 2000- 2012.. 94 
Table 4.2: Comparing the number of incidents and fatalities in states with five or more 
mammal incidents ...................................................................................................... 95 
Figure 4.11: Comparing the number of reported incidents and fatalities in states with five 
or more mammal incidents, January 2000-December 2012, to the restrictiveness 
ranking. ...................................................................................................................... 96 
Figure 4.12: Comparing the number of reported incidents and fatalities in states with five 
or more mammal incidents, January 2000-December 2012. ..................................... 97 
Table 4.3: Big cat incidents, by state, 2000-2012 ............................................................. 99 
Figure 4.13: Pet infant baboon ........................................................................................ 101 
Table 4.4: Primate incidents, by state and species, from January 2000-December 2012 102 
Table 4.5: Primate incidents by state and legality .......................................................... 103 
Figure 4.12: Reported primate incidents by state and legality in the United States, 2000-
2012. ........................................................................................................................ 105 
Figure 5.1: Child with baby raccoon ............................................................................... 115 
Table 5.1: Types of pets owned by male and female respondents .................................. 118 
Figure 5.2: Pet sugar gliders ........................................................................................... 120 
Figure 5.4: Correlation between state legality (rank) and number of exotics pets owned
 ................................................................................................................................. 123 
Table 5.2: Occupations of Survey Respondents ............................................................. 125 
Table 5.3: First exotic pet claimed by survey respondents ............................................. 127 
Table 5.4: Reasons for acquiring initial exotic pet ......................................................... 128 
Figure 5.5: Number of respondents that favor fewer or no exotic pet regulations, by state 
and restrictiveness ranking. ..................................................................................... 134 
 
1 
CHAPTER 1: STUDYING EXOTIC PETS WITHIN A GEOGRAPHIC 
CONTEXT 
 
An Introduction to Animal Geography and Exotic Pets 
 
By definition, pets are located within human spaces. We assign the title of “pet” to 
animals that we interact with and care for in our homes on a daily basis, and in our 
everyday lives. Although exotic pets are not as prevalent as domestic pets, and so may 
seem in less urgent need of investigation to many, this is not an insignificant issue. The 
idea of exotic animals as pets is a subject that is not represented in geographic literature 
due to the challenges associated with the very act of owning these animals.  
In recent years, exotic pets have been in the news and in public consciousness, 
both in real and assumed perceptions. On October 18, 2011, Terry Thompson released 56 
exotic animals that he owned, and then shot himself in the head before being partially 
eaten. One wolf was eventually hit by a car, and one macaque was never found and 
presumed to have been eaten, but Sheriff Deputies shot and killed all of the other animals, 
causing both panic for local residents and horror among animal lovers. Photos of the dead 
animals lined up on the property, as well as photos of some shot inside their cages, 
outraged many animal lovers around the world (Welsh-Huggins and Sanner, 2011).  
On February 16, 2009, a 15-year old pet chimpanzee named Travis attacked his 
owner’s friend, Charla Nash. Ms. Nash was known to Travis, but had recently changed 
her hairstyle. Travis, on Xanax and recovering from a bout with Lyme disease, was 
surprised when Ms. Nash opened his car door to help take him into his home, and 
attacked her. In addition to blinding her, he also bit off her lips, ears, nose and both of her 
hands, and crushed bones in her face. Although his owner tried unsuccessfully to stop the 
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attack by stabbing him, eventually Travis was shot and killed by police (Associated Press, 
2009).  
In 2003, a ten-year old boy shoveling snow at his aunt’s farm in Miller’s Creek, 
NC got too close to a tiger cage and was pulled under the fence, where he was mauled to 
death (Boston Globe, 2003). In that same year, a New York man was found to be living in 
his seventh-floor apartment with a two-year old tiger and an alligator. This was only 
discovered after the man was clawed by the tiger and had to be briefly taken to the 
hospital for treatment, although many tenants had known about the tiger for some time 
(Feuer and George, 2003).  
These, and other high profile exotic pet attack incidents, have caused occasional 
reactionary attention to the subject of exotic animals as pets. During these times, media 
outlets intensely cover animal rights organizations and political figures. Organizations 
such as People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) and the Humane Society of 
the United States (HSUS) are adamant advocates against exotic pet ownership, and 
regularly give facts and figures which seem to sensationalize tragedies, thus supporting 
their cause. When these tragedies occur, news articles abound regarding the laws – or 
lack thereof – that apply to exotics.  
Most of the information about exotic pet ownership is anecdotal. While domestic 
pets, farm animals, research animals and zoo animals are studied extensively in a variety 
of literature, little research has been done regarding exotic pets. The reason for this is 
twofold. First, since exotic pets are less prevalent, there is less opportunity to study them. 
Secondly, because of the negative publicity often garnered by the media, many exotic pet 
owners are unwilling to discuss their animals for fear of censure and harassment. Many 
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exotic pet owners are wary and somewhat recalcitrant in discussing their animals with 
strangers. Consequently, little research has been done on the subject of exotic pets. 
 
Literature Review  
A Topical Review of Animal Geography  
 In 2002, I owned a small, four-pound fox called a fennec, and this was my 
introduction to exotic pet issues. Laws changed relating to the ownership of my fox, and I 
was required to go through the process of getting a USDA license to keep him. I also 
became known within the exotic community as someone who understood the issues they 
themselves dealt with, as well as someone who could help them interpret and understand 
laws. While this does give me an inherent bias, it also give me an advantage in this 
research. I no longer have the fox – he died several years ago – and I am no longer active 
in the exotic pet community, but I am still known to some. This gives me insight into both 
the issues that these owners are concerned about, and also makes me somewhat trusted. It 
is likely that owners will be more likely to answer my own questions honestly knowing I 
already understand and somewhat sympathize with many of their perspectives. 
I began to think about what geographers, like myself, could contribute to the body 
of knowledge about exotic animals. These animals are not like other animals people 
encounter on a daily basis – they are not domesticated, nor are they truly wild. They are a 
part of our human-built environment, but are neither common nor well-studied. Indeed, 
there is almost nothing about exotic animals as pets in geographic literature, and it seems 
strange that exotic animals are not studied, despite the fact that they have a real and 
important impact on society.  
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I began examining laws regarding exotic animals in the USA, along with the 
potential dangers associated with exotic animal ownership, and why people own them. 
The study of animals as real subjects in geography is not new, and as much as eighty 
years ago, Carl Sauer was turning toward looking at animals and how they interact with 
and are shaped by the land. In 1925, he called for a larger focus on the ways in which 
present landscapes were shaped over time by both natural processes as well as people 
(Sauer, 1925). Beginning in the 1930’s and continuing well into the 1950’s, he began 
looking at plant and animal domestication, and linked animals with the land in the man-
land studies that geography was moving toward (Sauer, 1956).  
Animal geography as a specific sub-discipline is a relatively recent subject of 
study in the overall field of geography. Geographers study the Earth; how and why and 
where and when people interact with it. Biogeography is the study of the geographic 
distribution of living things around the world, with zoogeography – geographic studies of 
animals – a major subfield. In some respects, animal geography could fall under this 
category with one clear distinction: biogeography and zoogeography traditionally deal 
with wild animals and natural systems and distributions, such as migration patterns and 
habitats. Animal geographers primarily deal, instead, with human-animal relationships in 
space and time. Necessarily, domestic animals tend to be the focus in animal geography, 
since humans are more likely to encounter domestic animals in most aspects of their 
lives. This makes the subject of exotic pets a gray area that is not obvious to assign to the 
subfields of biogeography or zoogeography, or even most studies in animal geography, 
and so it is largely unexplored.  
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Cultural animal geography is a term sometimes used to delineate natural systems 
from human-oriented systems (Bennett, 1960). Distributions of animals, as well as their 
interactions with humans in both human-oriented and natural settings are the primary foci 
of cultural animal geography, especially in relation to domestication, food and fiber, 
urban-wild borderlands, entertainment, and pets (Philo, 1995; Nast, 2006). In this respect, 
we move away from thinking of the animals as part of the land in man-land interactions, 
and moving toward them as a part of man. Indeed, domestic species – as well as privately 
kept wild species, including exotic pets – are more an extension of the human and the 
human built spaces than they are of the landscape.  
What is often termed the third wave of animal geography (Emil, et.al., 2002) is a 
focus on addressing concerns with human-animal relationships of all kinds, and in all 
places. Among these, subjects such as pets and pet overpopulation, man-animal relations 
in borderlands such as parks, backyards and zoos, industrial farming, the treatment of 
food animals, and social attitudes toward animals such as the ways in which animals are 
used to represent power relationships and “animality” (the nature or characteristics of 
animals) in humans, have been in the forefront of animal geography research and 
literature.  
Two significant features of this third wave of animal geography are an expansion 
of human-animal relationships to include all types of relationships between humans and 
animals, rather than focusing only on wildlife or livestock as zoogeography had, and also 
an attempt by many animal geographers to look at the animals themselves as subjects, not 
simply as a byproduct of the environment (Emil et.al., 2002). This last idea is an 
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especially challenging area, in that animals cannot talk and tell us about their individual 
experiences, even though they certainly have them (Fox, 2006).  
Julie Urbanik (2012) points out animals are central to our existence not only by 
providing utilitarian needs such as clothing, food, and pollination of plants, but also as a 
means of affection and entertainment. She additionally discusses the idea that the 
boundary people make between the human and the animal is not consistent, and that 
geography is central to both our everyday interactions with animals, and to understanding 
the various types of relationships humans have with animals around the world. These 
themes are important. One of the primary foci of geographic studies is the relationship 
between humans and their environment, and the animals that are often a part of that 
environment are a key component. How we treat animals is “fundamentally rooted in the 
places in which we can, or cannot, interact” (Urbanik, 2012).  
Humans are not, in fact, separate from the world around them. Rather, they are 
engaged in an “active, practical and perceptual engagement with constituents of the dwelt 
in world” (Ingold, 2000). As Timothy Ingold suggests, while humans are studying the 
world, they are also experiencing it. As such, the investment of time, knowledge and skill 
of a researcher into a given facet of animal geography really requires first-hand 
knowledge of a subject gained through close-contact, more intimate knowledge, and a 
more reflective interpretation of animals as subjects. Serpell (2002) points out that in 
order to fully apprehend the non-human in animal geography as well as other human-
animal disciplines, it may be necessary to study not just geographical, biological and 
behavioral sciences, but also to look at understandings of animals based upon direct 
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relationships, with pet-keeping being one of the main relationships that may have value in 
geographic study. 
According to Jody Emil of Clark University, because of the relatively recent 
interest in studying animals in a geographic context, as well as the small number of 
geographers that are researching this field, to date there are broad areas of cultural-
human-animal interactions that have been largely ignored or excluded in the field of 
animal geography (Emil, et.al., 2002). The examination of exotic pets is simply one of 
these new – or at least not well-studied – categories.  
It can be risky to research a subject some would consider trendy and somewhat 
controversial. Subjects such as these are sometimes seen to be surficial. I feel, however, 
that while exotic pets are in the news and a part of our modern social consciousness and 
popular culture, there is a serious lack of research into the real and important role they 
play within the surprisingly large and diverse subculture that owns them, as well as the 
general public that is mostly unaware of its proliferation.  
Pets and People 
Edward O. Wilson, an entomologist who taught at Harvard University, coined the 
term biofilia to explain why people have an affinity for – and a need to have contact with 
– nature and living things (Kellert and Wilson, 1996). For some people, this may be as 
simple as having plants in the house, or enjoying a walk in the park or on a woodland 
trail, or a trip to the zoo. For others, it is embodied by the desire to have another living 
thing as a companion or for intense personal interest, as with pets.  
Humans have been bringing in "wild animals" and domesticating them for 
thousands of years. The earliest domesticated animals are thought to be dogs (Canis lupus 
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familiaris), descended from wolves and wild dogs, more than 12,000 years ago, and 
perhaps as much as 30,000 years ago (Germonpré, 2010). Animals such as zebus (Bos 
primigenius indicus), Indian elephants (Elephas maximus indicus), llamas (Lama glama) 
and cheetahs (Acinonyx jubatus) have been domesticated for thousands of years, yet they 
are generally considered “exotic” when kept as a pet today. Chinchillas (Chinchilla 
lanigera), ferrets (Mustela putorius furo), and gerbils (family Gerbillinae) are considered 
mainstream pets now, but only thirty years ago they were exotic pets (ACES, 1996). The 
only difference seems to be that many people own them, as opposed to just a few.  
Exotic animals come in all shapes and sizes, from those that weigh a few ounces 
to thousands of pounds, so the same criteria are not reasonable for all. Responsible exotic 
animal owners are often the first to say that keeping these animals is not for everyone. 
Most would not recommend an exotic animal to a majority of people, because they would 
not have the time, money or patience to care for an exotic pet. As indicated in the 
Companion Animal Welfare Council’s report (CWAC, 2005), such animals are generally 
more difficult to maintain than a cat or dog, and many survey respondents agreed 
(Chapter 5). 
Pet ownership in general is important, and affects a large number of people in this 
country. The American Veterinary Medical Association estimates the number of 
households owning dogs, cats, birds and horses to be at over 87 million, or about 75% of 
total households (AVMA (2), 2004). A National Pet Owners Survey by the American Pet 
Products Manufacturers Association (APPA) found that Americans own over 78.2 million 
dogs and 86.4 million cats, while ownership of “exotic pets” (which included mostly 
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domestic pocket pets and reptiles) rose to 29 million in 2012 (APPA, 2013). It is logical 
to assume that these numbers will continue to grow as the human population grows.  
The importance of animals to the well-being of people is becoming more and 
more evident. Companion animals are objects of nurture, promoting touching, playing, 
and sharing with few time restraints (McHarg, 1995). The healthy benefits of pet 
ownership have been well documented and widely accepted throughout most segments of 
society. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC, 2012), the National Institute of Health 
(NIH) (Serpell, 1991), and a host of scientific studies too numerous to list have all 
compiled evidence which highlight the myriad benefits of pet ownership on human 
health.  
Studies of the health benefits of pet programs for nursing home and health center 
residents often are flawed methodologically or reported incompletely, yet the cumulative 
weight of these studies strongly suggests that physical and psychosocial benefits can be 
gained from animal visitation programs for at least some older persons in such settings. 
For example, in a study of 100 Medicare patients, even the most highly stressed dog 
owners in the study had 21 percent fewer physician's contacts than non-dog owners 
(Siegel, 1990). Activity levels of seniors who did not currently own pets deteriorated 
more on average than that of those who did (Raina, et al, 1998). Pet owners have been 
shown to have lower blood pressure (Friedmann, 1985); (Allen, 2003), lower triglyceride 
and cholesterol levels (Anderson, 1992), and fewer minor health problems than non-pet 
owners (Serpel, 1991). Pet owners have higher one-year survival rates following 
coronary heart disease (Friedman, 1980, 1985), and medication costs dropped more than 
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50% per patient per day in nursing home facilities in New York, Missouri and Texas that 
have animals and plants as an integral part of the environment (Montague, 1995).  
The effect of pets on children is also profound. Children exposed to humane 
education programs display enhanced empathy for humans, compared with children not 
exposed to such programs (Ascione, 1992), and they are generally more involved in 
activities such as sports, hobbies, clubs and chores (Melson, 1990). Children with pets in 
the first year of life have a lower frequency of allergic rhintis and asthma (Hesselmar, 
1999) and score significantly higher on empathy and prosocial orientation scales than 
non-owners (Vidovic, 1999). Children with autism have more prosocial behaviors and 
fewer autistic behaviors (such as self-absorption) when they have a pet (Redefer, 1989). 
Animals such as degus (Octodon degus), hedgehogs (subfamily Erinaceinae), 
fennec foxes (Vulpes zerda), raccoons (Procyon lotor), skunks (Mephitis mephitis), 
prairie dogs (genus Cynomys), servals (Leptailurus serval), sugar gliders (Petaurus 
breviceps), wallabies (genus Macropus) and others have been kept as pets by thousands 
of people in the USA for many decades. A simple perusal of the Internet today can give 
an idea of the types of animals kept, and the number of people who keep them. The fact 
that little is ever heard in the media or by animal control offices of these smaller types of 
exotics suggests that many of these animals are kept fairly successfully with little 
incident. On the whole, there seem to be far more of these smaller pets than there are the 
larger, more notorious animals, although much less is heard about them in the news.  
A growing interest in exotic pets has resulted in a steady growth in the amount of 
information pertinent to their veterinary care, nutrition and proper housing requirements. 
Owners of exotic pets enjoy access to a large amount of information through specialized 
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clubs and societies, specialty magazines, the Internet, and easily accessible scientific 
publications. Exotic animal veterinarians, hobby groups, and associations are well 
structured, catering not only to the educational and technical needs of their colleagues, 
but to the needs of the pet owners themselves. As an example of the good these groups 
can do, it was through owners of pet fennec foxes, over a period of two decades, that a 
link was made between cataracts and other vision problems in the foxes, and lack of 
taurine in their diet (McCleery, 2010). No zoo, research facility or sanctuary did the 
work, but rather pet owners and their veterinarians, and now many captive fennec foxes 
are supplemented with taurine-rich foods as a result.  
While there are certainly reports of neglected or abused exotic pets, just as there 
are for domestic pets, exotic ownership can also be beneficial for the individual animal, 
and occasionally for the entire species. Exotic pets are vaccinated against diseases, 
protected from parasites, kept them away from hunters, and provided food, water and 
shelter daily. They don’t have to worry about poachers, parasites, droughts, competitors 
or predators. As the world population increases and natural habitat decreases, captive 
breeding is sometimes looked upon as insurance for the future of many animals. It was 
private owners, not zoos or sanctuaries, which brought animals such as the American 
Bison and the chinchilla from the brink of extinction (Jiménez, 1996); (IUCN, 2013). 
In addition, veterinarians with the AVMA predominately agreed during a recent 
roundtable discussion that many types of exotic pets make good companion animals 
(pets) when they are well-cared for and receive proper nutrition, housing and 
socialization (Hess, 2011).  
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Defining Exotic Pets 
In order to determine which exotic pets individuals own, it is first necessary to 
define exactly what an exotic pet is – and what it is not. Exotic pets are also referred to as 
wild pets, non-domestic pets, non-traditional pets, alternative pets, pocket pets, and 
captive-bred animals. This confusing set of terms can mean completely different things, 
but are often used interchangeably, making it difficult to create a single, precise 
definition. A pocket pet implies only a small animal, while a captive-bred animal could 
apply to traditional as well as exotic pets that are born in captivity. The terms non-
domestic pet or wild pet are not effective for this study, as they imply a lack of 
“tameness” that is counter to the idea of a pet animal. Non-traditional pet, alternative pet 
and exotic pet are all fairly descriptive and appropriate, but since the term “exotic pet” is 
used more extensively in literature, in media, and in commonplace discussions, it was 
chosen as the preferred version.  
Even so, “exotic pet” is a difficult and amorphous term. It means different things 
to different people, agencies and governmental entities. Indeed, in many cases there are 
no definitions, and a definition is assumed. A pet is generally accepted as any animal kept 
privately by an individual or group for companionship, interest, or as a hobby. Exotic, by 
definition, means something foreign, or other than the norm. Therefore, it would seem 
easy to define an exotic pet as any non-traditionally domesticated animal that is kept as a 
pet. This, then, raises the question: what is a traditionally domesticated animal? 
Generally, domestic animals are those that have been tamed and selectively bred 
by humans for hundreds, or even thousands, of years. The Companion Animal Welfare 
Council (CAWC, 2005) suggests that the terms domestic and non-domestic are truly more 
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of a continuum in which all animals can be placed in one way or another, rather than two 
distinct categories. This way of thinking has some merit. For instance, some animals such 
as Asian elephants, servals and cheetahs have been kept as pets for more than a thousand 
years (O’Brien, et.al., 1986; Rangarajan, 2010), but most people would not consider them 
“traditionally” domesticated. Other animals, such as gerbils, chinchillas and hamsters, are 
relatively new as pets, generally only within the past century, yet are fairly well accepted 
as domestic. It has been suggested by some biologists that a truly domesticated animal 
has no wild members, but this would certainly exclude animals such as those gerbils and 
chinchillas, not to mention pigs and donkeys, since they have wild members still in 
existence. Clearly, this definition is not acceptable. Considering domestication as a 
continuum, rather than an ordered list, is far more practical. With this in mind, it stands to 
reason that some animals, while not domesticated, may still make decent pet animals – or 
at least better pets than other species of wild animals.  
In my studies, I have focused almost solely on mammals for several reasons. 
There are far fewer species of mammals available as pets than birds, fish, reptiles, 
amphibians and arthropods. In addition, estimates for the extremely large number of birds 
and reptiles owned as pets (which is done by some organizations already) makes the 
inclusion of those animals unrealistic for the scope of this study.  
With all of this in mind, for the purpose of this research I have defined the term 
“domestic mammals” as any domestic dog, cat, ferret, hamster, mouse, rat, gerbil, guinea 
pig, chinchilla or rabbit, as well as any domesticated farm animal such as a pig, sheep, 
cow, goat, horse, donkey, bison, llama or alpaca. This does not include wild species of 
the same genus of any of these animals. Although a case could be made for excluding 
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bison, alpacas and llamas from this list, these species are primarily used as commercial 
animals in the USA, not as actual pets, so they will not be counted as exotic pets. An 
exotic pet, then, is defined as any non-domestic mammal that is kept by an individual or 
group for the purpose of companionship, interest, or as a hobby.  
Geography as a Medium for the Study Exotic Pets 
Just because we are studying animals, it does not mean that we are not doing 
geography. Place space, and the context in which we view them, are central to geographic 
understanding in how we think about and interact with animals in all manner of 
environments. We will treat a wild lion (Panthera leo) in Africa quite differently than a 
lion in a zoo, or a lion that was raised by a neighbor in their back yard. While our homes 
have a physical location, they are also given a special status in our minds as a place of 
privacy and refuge that is separate from the rest of the world, and particularly distant 
from wild lands. The animals that we bring into our homes, exotic or otherwise, reflect 
how we perceive – and ultimately use – our space.  
Geography is the perfect medium to study exotic pet distributions and associated 
issues in the USA. Lawmaking and commerce both have bearing in studying exotic 
animals within a geographic setting, as these deal with the very important roles of money, 
movement and ownership. Feminist geography is sometimes used as a model in animal 
geography studies to look at the ways in which people view animals as having a 
secondary status in society.  
On a more fundamental level, by its very nature as a nationwide phenomenon 
involving humans and their shared environment (in this case, their pets and the human-
constructed spaces they are kept within), the subject is inherently geographic. Looking at 
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cultural, legal, regional, physical and distribution trends makes more sense from a 
geographic perspective than from a zoological or biological one, because humans and 
human interaction across a broad area is the primary motivating factor in the distribution 
and welfare of these animals. A large part of this study deals with looking at where the 
animals are in space, both in location and in the minds of their owners. Animal-human-
land relationships are of primary importance in terms of our views on these animals as 
well as the physical challenges presented in the owning of them outside of their native 
habitats and under captive conditions.  
One other salient point is in the nature of geographic research. Methodologies 
used by geographers across all spectrums of the discipline include gathering data – both 
qualitative and quantitative – field research in the form of data collection and analysis, 
and the mapping of the results of such data. This research utilizes all of these geographic 
approaches in the form of qualitative data via a voluntary survey of exotic pet owners, 
quantitative data regarding exotic pet injury statistics and laws relating to exotic pets, as 
well as the statistical information garnered from the survey, and mapping of the results of 
the data to better conceptualize and visualize them, as well as to look for patterns or 
potential regionality of the information.  
The scope of exotic pet ownership is likely underestimated – and so understudied 
– as there are owners who either don’t acknowledge that their pet is actually an exotic 
animal (such as a hedgehog or a raccoon), or they keep the animal illegally and don’t 
admit to having one at all for fear of confiscation of the animals and/or legal difficulties. 
In essence, not everyone who owns such an animal will admit to owning an exotic pet.  
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A review of the research done by the Companion Animal Welfare Council in the 
United Kingdom investigates the keeping of non-domesticated animals as companions 
(pets) within the country (CAWC, 2005). It is one of the few studies that attempts a 
comprehensive cataloging of “exotic” pets in any country. They state four basic 
conclusions; 1) that there are a large number of non-domesticated animals kept as pets in 
the UK, 2) that defining the term non-domestic is challenging, 3) that the challenges 
associated with the keeping of non-domestic pets are “greater” than those for 
domesticated ones, and 4) that it seems likely that whether or not a companion animal 
“suffers” as a pet is largely dependent on its species, cognitive abilities and level of care 
received.  
Kansas State University Veterinary Medicine Teaching Hospital is one of the 
largest veterinary teaching hospitals in the United States, and one of the few that has 
specializations specifically in exotic pets. Doctors at KSU estimate the number of non-
traditional (i.e. exotic) pets to be about 44 million in the USA. Individual vets also report 
that the number of non-domestic or exotic pets that they are asked to see has exploded in 
recent years (KSU, 2009).  
All of this serves to further underscore the importance of exotic pets in society. 
This research is a valuable first step in opening an avenue into a subject that gains much 
social and media attention, but little or no actual study. The fundamental point of animal 
geography is to make animals more visible as a part of both our culture and our landscape 
(Johnston, 2008). I feel that this research is a potentially valuable tool for understanding 
the geography of exotic pet ownership, and the factors that go into such an endeavor. 
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Summary 
This research provides a foundation into the relationships between exotic pets, the 
people that own them, and the human-constructed environment that they share. These 
topics can – and should – be explored within a geographic research framework. Through 
a geographic lens, issues such as how humans define, place and encounter animals can be 
further explored. This largely unexplored topic requires more attention so that we may 
examine attitudes about, and laws regarding, exotic pet ownership and its impact on 
people, on animals, and on the spaces in which they interact. 
Exotic pets are not just important at a personal level for owners, but at a societal 
one, as well. Looking at the laws that govern ownership, and how these laws may (or 
may not) affect ownership, and subsequent treatment of these out of place animals within 
our cities and homes, is of high importance. The findings of this research will contribute 
to the overall body of geographic knowledge relating to man-land relationships in regard 
to a greater understanding of how we, as humans, perceive and apprehend animals within 
the greater environmental context of our built environments. This research should shed 
some light on basic assumptions and prejudices relating to exotic pets and their owners, 
as well as the veracity of the prevalence and effectiveness of laws relating to animal 
ownership. It will also examine the correlations between animal laws and safety 
concerns, and identify potential geographic distribution patterns of exotic pet ownership.  
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CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Rationale: Looking Ahead 
Throughout this dissertation, I focus on spatial aspects of exotic pet ownership, in 
both the place and space that these animals occupy in our society. There are a variety of 
factors involved in this line of study. Laws represent cultural adaptations in the human 
landscape, and Chapter 3 summarizes and analyzes both federal and state laws that apply 
to keeping exotic mammals as pets. Although illegal ownership may account for some 
animals, more animals are likely to be owned in states where they are legal. Looking at 
potential geographic patterns of legality can give a clue into the prevalence of ownership 
throughout various regions of the USA, as well as show general attitudes about the 
importance of animals in society. By analyzing what types of animals are, or are not, 
allowed in a given state, or in a given region, interesting patterns can be identified that 
relate to both practical matters, such as rabies vectors, and more esoteric matters, such as 
the ways in which people think about animals as property as opposed to as independent 
living beings.  
Another factor I am taking into account is that of exotic pet attacks upon humans. 
In my initial proposal, I discussed the potential benefits of surveying laws relating to the 
ownership of exotic animals as pets along with exotic pet attacks, in order to identify 
potential correlations with the likelihood of ownership of particular animals or within 
particular states. Chapter 4 summarizes 13 years of data that I collected on exotic pet 
attacks and the resulting injuries or deaths that result from these attacks. This chapter 
gives a small window into types of animals owned in each state, at least for those animals 
that may be more prone to attacking humans, and in at least some cases may relate back 
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to legality of ownership. It seems logical to assume that where more animals are legal to 
own, there are likely to be more animals owned – and where there are more animals 
owned, there is a greater chance of negative encounters resulting in human injuries and 
deaths. I attempt to test this assumption in Chapter 4 by comparing exotic pet attacks and 
the legality of owning those animals. Necessarily, this type of statistical information is 
biased toward larger, more dangerous animals, as smaller animals are less likely to 
seriously injure or kill humans. I attempt to identify possible correlations between these 
attack incidents, animal species, and legality of the animals. Since exotic pets, especially 
the larger ones, are seen as a danger, laws are often passed relating to those views, and 
ownership is often allowed – or not – based upon those same views. It is essential to look 
at the veracity of threat by exotic pets by establishing whether or not there are, in fact, 
patterns indicating specific dangers by specific animals.  
Finally, the last factor in this research has to do with basic statistics and personal 
commentary from exotic pet owners regarding the animals they own, and their 
motivations for owning them. A survey regarding ownership was distributed to exotic pet 
owners around the country. The completed surveys of 133 respondents were analyzed for 
content regarding the reasoning and attitudes of these individuals on the keeping of such 
animals, as well as statistics on the types of animals kept. From this, I can summarize 
potential spatial patterns of ownership based upon personal attitudes of owners in 
addition to (or in some cases, in spite of) ownership laws. The preliminary results of the 
survey are summarized and briefly analyzed in Chapter 5, and more detailed accounting 
of the questions asked and answers given are in the Appendices. 
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Research Question and Methodology 
 This dissertation focuses on analyzing some of the problematic issues associated 
with the ownership of exotic pets in a geographic context, and uses this information to 
identify patterns of ownership. Specifically, I wanted to know what, if any, patterns can 
be discerned for exotic pet ownership in a geographic context. There are three basic 
avenues I explored to accomplish this research question.  
First, I completed a comprehensive review of all state and federal laws pertaining 
to the keeping of exotic mammals by private individuals. Federal laws can be viewed via 
the internet on the USDA (USDA, 2000) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS, 2006) websites. USDA laws concerning exotic mammals are found in the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), under the Animal Care (AC) 
Division. The USDA regulates all business associated with the care and keeping of 
animals for commercial purposes. The USFWS regulates the management and ownership 
of many native animals, and restricts the importation and transport of big cats across state 
lines and international boundaries.  
The state laws were obtained by going to the official website of each state and 
searching through their laws relating to exotic pets. Upon downloading the appropriate 
laws, I then had to read and summarize them into an easily usable format.  This 
summarization process was difficult in that no two states have their animal laws in the 
same place. Several states had different animals discussed in more than one section, 
depending upon the animals. In Nebraska, for instance, state laws regarding private 
ownership of non-domestic animals are in a sub-section of Nebraska Game and Parks 
titled Keeping Wildlife in Captivity (NRS2, 1986).  This section covers native wildlife, 
21 
 
and has certain restricted species, but has no information on most non-native animals.  
However, in the Nebraska Department of Agriculture section, there is a different statute 
that states importation information for non-domestic animals, and specifically bans 
wolves, skunks, bears and wild cats from being owned (NRS1, 1986). Skunks are on both 
lists, but otherwise they are two different lists of animals. In another example, the state of 
Washington prohibits some animals from ownership in one section because they are 
deemed “dangerous”, and in another section different animals are prohibited because they 
are rabies vectors. 
I could not go to one single area in any state’s legislative or administrative code to 
find these laws, but had to search in multiple locations until I had exhausted all logical 
possibilities of laws relating to animals. In some cases, I could use keyword searches 
such as “animal”, “pet”, “tiger”, “wolf” or “monkey” to locate the appropriate laws. In 
other cases, I simply had to scan each chapter that appeared to have some potential for 
the regulating of animals.  
In addition to having laws in multiple locations, they were never in the same 
location for each state. In Delaware all of the exotic pet codes are under the Department 
of Agriculture (DC, 1993). In Maryland they are under Natural Resources (MAC1, 1990; 
MAC2, 2006).  In Alaska, they fall under Fish and Game codes (AAC, 1985). In 
Vermont, they are under Fish and Wildlife (VSA1, 2008), except for wolf hybrids, which 
are under Internal Security and Public Safety (VSA2, 2009). In South Carolina exotic 
pets are primarily under a section called Animals, Livestock and Poultry (SCCC1, 2000). 
In Missouri they are under Miscellaneous Offenses (MRS5, 2009). 
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Once I had the codes downloaded for each state, I needed to interpret and 
summarize them to make it possible to categorize which animals were legal in which 
states. Sometimes this was straightforward with a list of specifically banned animals or, 
less often, specifically allowed animals. Sometimes these lists were many pages long 
with every conceivable species, with their scientific name as well as their common name. 
Some were vague and would simply say “wild cats” or “monkeys”. Some had caging 
requirements, registration fees or licensing requirements. Some had exceptions to the 
rules, as well. Most states use simple enough language, but some were very wordy, or 
used legalese that made it very difficult to decipher exactly what the law covered. On five 
occasions I had to contact state departments to have them explain exactly what the rules 
were, as they were too vague or contradictory to understand. In Vermont, for instance, 
there is a great deal of regulation about animals that are allowed with no permit (domestic 
animals for the most part) and also about permits needed to own any other animals 
(VWD1, 2010; VWD2, 2010). However, the wording was such that I could not tell 
whether or not any of the “other” animals were legal to own as pets, or were only legal 
for zoos and research institutions. I had to call the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department 
regarding this. They were quite helpful and clarified the law for me, namely that permits 
are required to own all exotic animals, and permits are only granted to wildlife rehabbers, 
animal educators (such as USDA exhibitors), schools, research institutions and zoos. In 
fact, they even thanked me for pointing out that the wording was too vague, and were 
planning to update the language based upon my recommendation. 
In all, the identification, interpretation and summarization of the state laws took 
me a little more than a year to accomplish. Three states (Iowa, Oregon and Ohio) had 
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legislation pass regarding exotic pet ownership after I had already interpreted their laws 
for the study, so it was necessary to repeat the process with those state laws.  
I mapped how restrictive each state was in relation to the ownership of exotic pet 
mammals, but in order to do this I had to determine which animals were regulated, and to 
what degree.  The simplified legal interpretations of all 50 states were analyzed regarding 
exotic pets (Appendix A), and a list was made using Microsoft Excel that included every 
species that was monitored, restricted, or otherwise regulated within each state. The 
animal groups on this list were “big cats”, “wolves”, “wolf hybrids”, “small primates”, 
“apes”, “large carnivores”, “large herbivores”, “foxes”, “raccoons”, “skunks”, 
“hedgehogs”, “deer”, “rodents”, “marsupials”, and “other”. Values were assigned to each 
state based upon how restrictive their laws were. The coding for these values is in Table 
2.1. These values were totaled for each state and a list was drafted in descending order.   
Table 2.1 Values assigned to each animal class to determine restrictiveness ranking. 
Class Value 
No ban 0 
Ban on one species 5 
Ban on less than half of species 6 
Ban on more than half of species 7 
Ban on all species 8 
No permits needed 0 
Permit needed for one species 1 
Permit needed for less than half of species 2 
Permit needed for more than half of species 3 
Permit needed for all species 4 
 
This accomplished two goals: one, to determine a ranking of each state in regard 
to their level of restrictiveness in the keeping of exotic pets, and two, a series of maps 
was able to be produced for selected animals that indicate whether or not they are legal to 
own in each state.   Not every species or every type of animal could be accounted for in 
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this way, but some of the more common exotic pets were used to create sample maps. I 
chose to highlight those animals which are either commonly held as exotic pets, or are 
often assumed to be commonly held as pets. These include wild cats, wolves and wolf 
hybrids, foxes, skunks, raccoons, deer, hedgehogs, primates and bears.  
The second task was to address the idea that exotic pets may pose a physical 
danger to humans. The potential for injury or death caused by an exotic pet is often one 
of the primary concerns of citizens, lawmakers and news organizations. Public safety is 
often the most discussed issue when deciding whether or not an animal should – or 
should not – be allowed as a pet. For Chapter 4, I compiled a list of injuries and fatalities 
caused by exotic pets (all of which are generally termed incidents), and explore 
correlations with laws throughout the states within which they occur. 
I began keeping track of exotic animal incidents in January of 2000 via the 
internet. I had email alerts set up for several search engines in which notifications were 
sent to me by news organizations in which any stories with the words animal, exotic or 
pet, as well as some specific animal names such as snake, monkey, tiger or wolf. I 
documented incidents from January 2000 through December 2012. The information 
cannot always be found online anymore at the original reporting agencies, but I detailed 
in my database the date of each incident, location it occurred, what type of animal or 
animals were involved, and the nature of the incident (Appendix B). Whenever it was 
reported, I also detailed the outcome. Oftentimes, the outcome for both the people and the 
animals were not available. In addition, I made a special note if the incident caused a 
human fatality. In this way, I was able to look at which animals have the highest number 
of incidents, and which animals have caused the highest number of human fatalities. It is 
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important to note that these incidents include only those animals that are kept as pets, not 
those from zoos, sanctuaries or animal-related businesses, as these were outside the scope 
of this dissertation. 
Finally, in order to gauge the number and types of animals typically owned, an 
online survey was administered through Google Docs, a service that allows users to 
create, share, and collaborate on the web with documents, spreadsheets, and 
presentations. A survey was created to gather data from exotic pet mammal owners.  
I determined that I would need minimum data such as respondent gender, state, 
zip code, occupation and education level. While not all of this might be advantageous in 
this initial study where I would be primarily summarizing the data, I surmised that I could 
potentially do more statistical analyses at a future time in which these factors might be 
useful.  
The second section of the survey would have information as to the numbers and 
types of animals owned. For this section, I divided up the types of animals into categories 
based upon family, genus or species groups. These included felids (cats), canids (dogs), 
bears, other large carnivores, sea mammals, mustelids (weasels, skunks and their 
relatives), procyonids (raccoons, coatimundis and their relaties), mongooses (and their 
relatives), marsupials, primates, rodents, hoofstock, insectivores, and “other” animals. 
Respondents were asked to list the type and number of each species that they owned in 
each category.  
A third section asked questions regarding permits held by owners and whether or 
not the animals owned had regular vet visits. Again, this information was not necessarily 
for use within this dissertation, but would be available for future analysis.  
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The final section of the survey included a series of open-ended questions, listed in 
their entirety in Appendix H, for respondents to answer. The questions in this section 
were crafted to understand the rationale behind the ownership of exotic pets, and the 
attitudes of the owners.  They include subjects such as their first exotic pet owned by the 
respondent, why they got that initial pet, whether or not they plan to own more exotic 
pets, and also thoughts as to the veracity of laws regarding the ownership of exotic pets.  
Additionally, respondents were able to leave any additional comments they chose. 
This section was not analyzed for content, as the comments ranged from praise for the 
idea of the research topic, to skepticism of the motives for the survey or usefulness of the 
survey, to personal animal anecdotes, to tirades about the desire to allow more or less 
legality, to addresses and email addresses requesting information about the finished study. 
After finalizing the list of questions that I would want to ask exotic pet owners (Appendix 
H), and receiving IRB approval for the survey and its administration, I uploaded them to 
Google Docs as a spreadsheet, and created an online form to allow animal owners to view 
the page and submit a survey. The survey, which was available online from October 1, 
2010 through August 15th, 2012, was anonymous, and as such no effort was made to 
verify or track the locations that the surveys were originating from. It was important to 
maintain anonymity because many exotic pet owners do not want to risk being singled 
out by media, authorities or activists, so they are often reluctant to respond to interviews. 
Indeed, although 721 survey requests were mailed out, and requests were also made via 
online e-lists to exotic pet owners, only 144 surveys were completed. Of these, 11 had to 
be discounted because the respondents didn’t live in the USA (2), didn’t own exotic pets 
(8), or submitted the survey twice (1).  
27 
 
Most of the data was tabulated and summarized. Some of the data collected has 
not been included in this dissertation, including zip codes, the name of businesses owned 
by respondents, and what specific licenses or permits are owned by respondents. The 
responses to the open-ended questions were studied using content analysis, and 
summarized for each question and each respondent in Appendix G. By using content 
analysis, I could attempt to identify patterns of ownership systematically and objectively 
(Holsti, 1968). I used a collaborative social research approach to analyze the data. In this 
way, the respondents are considered as stakeholders rather than objective or random 
subjects, and as such their stake in the subject is considered when analyzing the feedback 
and interpreting their answers. To do this, codes were developed to apply to this data, and 
were transformed into categories based upon specific words, themes and concepts that 
recurred within the responses. The data was then sorted by these categories to identify 
similar words, phrases or ideas. Once sorted, the data was examined and tabulated to 
attempt to isolate meaningful patterns in the responses. A set of generalizations can be 
made based upon these data sets, as with all social research approaches to content 
analysis.   
In order to bring notice to the survey, I contacted several exotic pet email list-
serves to ask members to take or circulate the survey throughout the spring of 2010. 
Additionally, downloaded the 2010 list of 501c3 USDA license holders. These represent 
those owners of animals that exhibit their animals in some way, and may include owners 
of private zoos, rescues and sanctuaries, as well as individuals that own animals and 
occasionally show them either publically or privately – both for profit and not for profit.  
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Once I received the list, I eliminated all permit holders that were exhibitors of 
domestic animals. Most permits include the general types of animals owned and 
exhibited, so it was fairly simple to separate out those that did not fit the definition of 
exotic pet, as defined in Chapter 1. Once the list was narrowed down to a 721 addresses, I 
mailed an IRB approved letter stating the research goals and web address of the survey to 
these permit holders.  
Respondents were free to answer as many or as few questions as they chose. In 
order to gain basic demographic data, the initial section of the survey tallied the number 
and types of animals owned, and the second section of the survey consisted of 
demographic and easily collated statistical material such as respondents’ gender, state, 
education level and occupation. The results of the various data sets of these two sections 
are included in their entirety in Appendix F.  
It is important to note that it is impossible to get a representative, random or 
stratified sample – primarily because there is no present way to gauge what makes up the 
actual overall population of exotic pet owners in the USA. Consequently, there is no way 
to determine what something such as a representative sample would be. What this survey 
provides are trends suggested by the given population that responded to the survey. 
Constraints are imposed by the nature of the study, but the answers provided do allow me 
to make assertions as to the validity of assumptions made by myself, by exotic pet 
owners, and by the general public. The numbers and answers provided are, indeed, 
suggestive at the present time, although not conclusive (see Chapter 5).  
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CHAPTER 3: EXOTIC PET LAWS 
 
Laws and Exotic Pets 
According to the AVMA (2004), the CDC (2011) and the Companion Animal 
Welfare Council (CWAC, 2005), there are far fewer exotic pet owners than traditional pet 
owners. Most facts that are gleaned by the public come about due to media coverage of 
accidents and attacks, or from animal rights organizations and zoos, both of which 
actively advocate against exotic pet ownership (AZA, 2007, Newkirk, 2009). Because 
there are so few resources with legitimate facts available, lawmakers and governmental 
entities are left to pass laws regulating exotic animal ownership armed with few facts, 
relying on arguably sensationalized news media of individual incidents to base their 
regulations upon. Sometimes, the result is a law that becomes ineffective because it is too 
encompassing, too expensive, too vague, or too harsh to administer successfully.  
 Exotic pet owners, affected by these laws, may be forced to relinquish their pet to 
another person or entity, allow it to be confiscated and likely euthanized, or to hide it 
from authorities, risking eventual confiscation as well as fines or even jail time if 
discovered. Such illegal animals often suffer as well, since they rarely receive adequate 
veterinary care, and are less likely to get proper nutrition (Hess, 2011).  
Case Study: Nebraska LB25 
A law to ban wolf hybrids in Nebraska is an excellent example of how these 
regulations often come about, especially if there is no one willing or able to speak out on 
behalf of the animals or the animal owners. Currently, under Nebraska law, wolves (Canis 
lupus) are illegal to own, although wolf hybrids – often called wolfdogs – are not (NAC1, 
2009; NRS2, 1986). David and Penny Hall in Malmo, Nebraska, owned six wolf hybrids 
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and had ongoing problems with her neighbor’s dogs fighting with them. When they tried 
to license their animals in 2006, the city denied the applications, claiming that they were 
not dogs, and ordering them to get rid of the hybrid animals (Evans, 2007). The case 
eventually went to trial, and was thrown out when wolf hybrid expert Doctor Raymond 
Pierotti of the University of Kansas testified that it was impossible to determine a 
“percentage” of wolf in the animals, and that as far as he was concerned they had more 
dog than wolf characteristics (Arkfeld, 2008).  
 
Figure 3.1: Pet wolf hybrid (photo courtesy J. Lozano, 2010) 
 
Not content with this ruling, the neighbor appealed to state representative Chris 
Langemeier, who introduced a state bill in the 2007 legislature to ban wolf hybrids – or 
any wild-domestic hybrids – unless they were vaccinated for rabies with an approved 
vaccine specifically for hybrid animals (NE LB25, 2007). This passed initial committees 
quickly, but there was an outcry from owners statewide once it became publicized. Not 
only Nebraska residents objected, but so did people from other states, as the law would 
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set a precedent for banning any animal without an approved vaccine. Currently, only 
dogs, cats, ferrets, cows, horses and sheep have approved rabies vaccines (CDC, 2012).  
The state senator that introduced the bill, Chris Langemeier, initially failed to 
mention that since there is no such vaccine, all wolf hybrids currently in the state would 
have to be euthanized within 30 days of the bill passing. When it was pointed out to him 
during the final reading on LB25, he rationalized this by stating that he assumed it would 
“force” drug companies to create a specific vaccine for hybrids (NE LB25, 2007), 
showing a general ignorance of the manner in which drug companies create vaccines. 
This alone may not have been enough of an issue to defeat the bill. However, when 
pointed out to members of the Nebraska legislature that there is no approved rabies 
vaccine for rabbits, pigs or goats, and that these animals could potentially be banned 
under this law, some members reversed their support of the bill. This included several 
members of the Agricultural Committee, which had originally approved it. Further, when 
the bill came to the floor to be voted upon, some senators spoke against the bill citing 
objections from owners of wolf hybrids, hybrid cats such as Savannahs and Bengals, and 
national cat registries that show these animals as legitimate domestic breeds (TICA, 
2012).  
There was also concern about how an animal would be identified as a wolf 
hybrid, and at what percentage it is considered a dog. One senator remarked that as far as 
he was concerned, this was a way to institute a ban in an underhanded manner, and he 
would not vote for a back-door ban – that it should be called what it was. In fact, he was 
all for banning wolf hybrids, but not in this manner (NE LB25, 2007). After this session, 
the bill was shelved indefinitely, and eventually dropped altogether. Had animal owners 
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not organized and encouraged nationwide objections to the bill, it likely would have 
passed quietly. 
The Potential for Disease 
While any mammal may be kept as a pet in at least some circumstances (with the 
possible exceptions of endangered species, most bats, and large marine mammals, which 
are all protected by federal law), there are certain species which are kept more often than 
others. Browsing through an exotic pet dealership newspaper or doing online searches for 
exotic pets for sale reveals this reality. Most of these animals are “pocket pets” – animals 
such as hedgehogs, sugar gliders and various species of rodents – or small animals such 
as lemurs (genus Lemur), raccoons, skunks, foxes (genus Vulpes) and coatimundis (genus 
Nasua). However, with a few exceptions, most of these small animals are not regulated in 
the majority of states. In addition, attacks and escapes are a rare problem with these small 
animals. Likely, this is why there are fewer bans for these types of animals. There are 
cases in which rodents and small mammals are regulated. When this occurs, the main 
concern in these laws seems to be a perceived health issue such as monkeypox in prairie 
dogs (CFSPH, 2013), or rabies in skunks (CDC, 2011). 
Zoonotic diseases are those diseases that are carried by animals and can be passed 
on to humans with harmful effects (CDC, 2011). These diseases are caused by a variety 
of pathogenic agents, including viruses, bacteria, parasites, and fungi. Farm animals, such 
as sheep, goats, cattle and pigs can have parasites, viruses or bacteria that may cause 
disease in humans, as do domestic pets. A few of the better-known diseases spread 
through contact with live farm animals, or meat from farm animals, include Brucellosis, 
cholera, anthrax, swine flu, E. coli, Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (mad-cow), and salmonella 
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(Woodward, et al, 1997). Likewise, diseases that may affect humans such as rabies, 
distemper, cat-scratch fever, psittacosis, toxoplasmosis, bird-flu, tularemia, ringworm, 
and roundworm are transmitted typically by domesticated pets (Bren, 2010). Some 
diseases are primarily known to exist through contact with wild animals, such as 
monkeypox, hantavirus, giardia and leptospirosis (Chomel, 2007).  
Monkeypox is a viral disease that originated in central and western African 
jungles, and is spread through body fluids like saliva and excrement (CFSPH, 2013). It is 
related to smallpox and cowpox, but is milder. In Africa a fatality rate of between 1-10% 
is reported in areas where no hospitalization is available(CFSPH, 2013). In the USA, 
although some people have contracted monkeypox, there has never been a death caused 
by the virus (CFSPH, 2013).  
Monkeypox gained national media attention in 2003. Wild-caught rodents from 
the West African country of Ghana were likely the original carriers of the disease. 
According to the Center for Food Security and Public Health (2013), the virus was later 
positively confirmed in several Gambian pouched rats (Cricetomys gambianus), two rope 
squirrels (genus Funiscurius), and three dormice (genus Gliridae). Initially, one Gambian 
pouched rat and several rope squirrels died (at the time, monkeypox was not known to be 
the cause), and a second rat became sick, but the rest appeared healthy, and were sent on 
to a wholesale pet store warehouse in Iowa. At the holding facility in Iowa, the infected 
animals were housed near other rodents, including 200 black-tailed prairie dogs. CFSPH 
notes that approximately 110 of the prairie dogs were sold before fifteen at the facility 
became ill. Ten of the sick prairie dogs died, and the rest of the prairie dogs at the facility 
were destroyed. No one yet realized it was monkeypox, nor did they realize that 
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previously sold animals were infected. In May, 2003, a child became ill with fever and a 
rash after being bitten by a prairie dog purchased at a local swap meet near Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin. Cases began coming in shortly after that, and by June there were over fifty 
suspected monkeypox cases, all leading back to the Ghana shipment. Although no one 
died, two children developed serious complications – one with encephalitis and the other 
whom developed rash lesions in the throat, which caused swallowing and breathing 
problems. One adult developed a lesion on his eye, and had to have a cornea replacement 
(CFSPH, 2013).  
Altogether, the 2003 monkeypox outbreak is suspected to have infected up to 71 
people (NIH, 2013). This small outbreak, coupled with intense media coverage, led to a 
banning of prairie dogs, Gambian pouched rats, and various African rodents in many 
states, despite the fact that there has not been a case of monkeypox since that incident. 
Additionally, six types of African rodents – sun squirrels (genus Helioscurius), rope 
squirrels, dormice, Gambian giant pouched rats, brush-tailed porcupines (Atherurus 
africanus), and striped mice (genus Rhabdomys) – can no longer be imported into the 
U.S. except for scientific purposes, education or exhibition under a permit from the 
government (CDC, 2011).   
Rodents, particularly mice, rats, prairie dogs and squirrels, are known to carry 
plague (which is actually several diseases, the most notorious of which is Yersinia pestis) 
(CDC, 2011). Fleas from infected animals can move to humans, and then infect the 
humans. There are several forms of plague, but generally they are transferred into tissue, 
and transported through the bloodstream and into the lymph nodes and lungs. Plague is 
highly treatable. There are other viruses such as hantavirus, in which people become 
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infected through contact with hantavirus-infected rodents or their urine and droppings. 
Hantavirus can cause hemorrhagic fever and pulmonary disease, and has a fatality rate of 
about 50% (CDC, 2012). There has never been a verified case of plague, hantavirus, or 
any other hemorrhagic or fatally infectious disease (such as lassa fever, lymphatic 
Chorio-meningitis, or tularemia) being passed from any exotic pet to any human, as of 
October of 2014.   
The potential for zoonotic transfer of disease is present in any animal-human 
contact. There are two main issues in looking at disease and exotic pets. One is that the 
diseases that are potentially present in these animals are often unfamiliar to people, and 
so may seem more frightening. The other is that there are not ready vaccines for many 
zoonotic diseases, and that even if vaccines could be developed there is not enough of a 
market for companies to invest in developing them. Only a very few diseases have 
vaccines, such as rabies, and only a very few animals are vaccinated for them.  
In regard to exotic pets, there are only a few applicable diseases that are discussed 
in relation to potential zoonotic transfer to humans. While many of these are valid 
zoonotic diseases, very few have been demonstrably passed to humans from exotic pets. 
One of these diseases is rabies. Indeed, rabies was the primary justification used in NE 
LB25 (2007). Rabies is a fatal virus that affects mammals with acute, progressive 
encephalitis caused by a lyssavirus (CDC, 2011). There are multiple variants that tend to 
be found in specific animals, such as raccoons, skunks, dogs, or bats (order Chiroptera), 
but these variants can transfer to other animals or humans as well. According to the CDC, 
nearly all mammals can potentially get rabies, although no animal is “born with rabies”, 
as is a commonly held myth about skunks. The only way to get rabies is to be infected by 
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the saliva of an animal that already has it, and is exhibiting symptoms (CDC, 2011). 
These symptoms may initially include flu-like symptoms in humans. As the disease 
progresses in most mammals, other symptoms such as hyper-sensitivity to sound, 
hallucinations and anxiety are obvious to even an untrained observer. Within a short 
period of time, usually within three to five days, the virus has caused enough damage to 
the brain that a person or animal begins to show unmistakable signs of rabies, including 
aggression, hydrophobia (fear of water), and insomnia (CDC, 2011). 
According to the CDC (2011), the vast majority of rabies cases reported each year 
occur in wild animals such as bats, skunks, raccoons, and foxes. Domestic animals 
account for less than 10% of the reported rabies cases, with cats, cattle, and dogs being 
the majority of those (they are most often outdoors and able to be in contact with a rabid 
animal). Small rodents and lagomorphs (rabbits and hares) are almost never found to be 
infected with rabies and have not been known to cause rabies among humans in the 
United States.  
Rabies vaccines are available only for humans, dogs, cats, ferrets, cattle, sheep 
and horses. There are no rabies vaccines for goats, pigs, or any other types of animals. 
Many zoos do, however, vaccinate animals that will be in outdoor enclosures for rabies, 
and the 2011 Compendium of Rabies Prevention and Control recommends that, even if a 
vaccine is not licensed and approved for a particular species, all species of livestock that 
have frequent contact with humans (for example, at petting zoos, fairs and other public 
exhibitions) should be vaccinated against rabies (CDC, 2011). Sheep, horse and cattle 
vaccines are often given to other forms of hoofstock such as antelope, goats, bison and 
wild cattle. Dog and cat vaccines are used with success on wild cats such as lions, tigers, 
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cheetahs and mountain lions, and also for bears, wolves, coyotes, foxes and raccoons. 
Governmental agencies that deal with wildlife also show success with oral rabies 
vaccines during outbreaks of rabies in populations of wild raccoons, foxes, wolves and 
coyotes since 1995 (USDA, 2013).  
Rabies is often cited as a reason for euthanizing an exotic pet that bites a human. 
However, I have not found one documented – or even rumored – case of an exotic pet 
with rabies. The CDC recommends that any domestic animal that has not been vaccinated 
for rabies, or does not have an approved vaccine even if they are vaccinated with a 
different strain, be quarantined for ten days after biting a human (CDC, 2011). The 
quarantine period is a precaution against the remote possibility that an animal may appear 
healthy, but actually be sick with rabies. After ten days, no animal (including humans) 
can have rabies and be infectious and appear healthy. If any animal is not sick or dead 
within 10 days, it cannot possibly have had infective rabies when it bit (CDC, 2011).   
 
Laws and Regulations  
Nationwide Organizations as Stakeholders 
There are some agencies and organizations that can influence animal regulations 
on both national and more local levels, although they may not have powers to enact or 
support specific laws. The Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) is a nonprofit 
organization “dedicated to the advancement of zoos and aquariums in the areas of 
conservation, education, science, and recreation” (AZA, 2013). Membership consists 
solely of zoos, animal parks and aquariums. In order to belong to this group, an 
organization must pay a fee, be inspected and accredited by the AZA, and comply with 
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their organization’s objectives and rules. Currently, with an estimate of over 350 zoos in 
the USA, only 147 of them are accredited (National Zoo, 2012). While not a 
governmental organization, laws regarding exotic animals often exempt only AZA 
facilities, which makes them a stakeholder in such laws. The AZA officially opposes the 
keeping of any non-domestic animals by private individuals, or even private zoos, 
regardless of the care given to the animals.  
The American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) has a position 
statement regarding the ownership of exotic pets that supports reasonable regulations 
pertaining to ownership, and advocates education and oversight, but also acknowledges 
the inherent danger of some of these animals (Henderson, 2012). In a second policy 
statement, along with condemning the release of animals into the wild, the AVMA states, 
“The AVMA acknowledges that ownership and possession of wild animal species and 
exotic pet species are legally permitted and that there are laws and regulations at 
international, federal, state, and local levels addressing both… AVMA supports the 
adoption and enforcement of reasonable regulations pertaining to owners and caregivers 
of wild animal species and exotic pet species.” (Henderson, 2012). It should be noted that 
while not explicitly advocating exotic pets, the AVMA does have sub-specialties in their 
organization relating specifically to exotic pet veterinarians and owners. In addition, a 
majority of veterinarians in a panel at a recent Association of Avian Veterinarians 
conference supported general exotic pet ownership to some degree (Hess, 2011).  
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Federal Laws 
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) monitors some animal 
issues through the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). APHIS is 
generally concerned with administering the Animal Welfare Act (AWA) and carrying out 
wildlife damage management activities.  These efforts support the overall mission of the 
USDA, which is to protect and promote food, agriculture, natural resources and related 
issues (USDA, 2000). APHIS also determines standards of care and treatment of captive 
animals through their Animal Care (AC) division with inspections, education and federal 
permit enforcement. APHIS does not oversee pet animals, only those involved in 
agriculture, animal enterprises and businesses such as zoos, circuses (USDA, 2004), 
exhibitors/educators, and sanctuaries. The USDA has stringent laws regarding 
containment of “exotic” animals within the United States, although these are generally 
related to commercial and non-profit operations, such as circuses, zoos, sanctuaries, 
wholesalers, breeders, research facilities, schools, and exhibitors. APHIS AC also 
conducts symposia on the care and maintenance of big cats. The symposia gives AC an 
opportunity to disseminate information on management and handling of big cats such as 
lions, leopards, tigers, mountain lions, jaguars and cheetahs (USDA, 2004).  
 Individuals that own exotic pets may possess a USDA class A or class C license to 
own their animals, provided the animals are used for breeding or display at some level 
(USDA, 2004). The class A license is issued to people who breed animals as a business, 
and a class C license is often termed an “exhibitor” license. The class C license allows a 
person or entity to own a given animal, and exhibit it to the public or to private 
individuals, whether a commercial enterprise or not. If the owner considers the animal a 
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pet it is irrelevant to the USDA, as long as they are using the animal in some sort of 
public or commercial enterprise. Many states have exceptions to anti-exotic pet laws for 
individuals holding a USDA license.  
APHIS does have a policy about potentially dangerous animals (defined as big 
cats, elephants and bears). A policy statement was released in February 2000 stating that 
the big cats “are dangerous animals. The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) believes that only qualified, trained 
professionals should keep these animals, even if they are only to be pets.” (USDA, 2000). 
The statement goes on to say that most people are not able to manage these animals 
safely, and that while they do not regulate pets, they believe that untrained people should 
not have them as pets.  
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) primarily deals with 
importation permits for animals and regulations regarding the management and 
ownership of many wild, native animals. The service also has implemented two Acts that 
have bearing on exotic pets. One, the Lacey Act (USFWS, 2006) was enacted in 1900 and 
amended as recently as 2008. It prohibits trade in wildlife, fish, and plants that have been 
illegally taken, transported or sold. The Captive Wildlife Safety Act (USFWS, 2007) 
expands upon the Lacey Act, and restricts the importation and transport of big cats across 
state lines and international boundaries. It does not, however, prevent ownership of the 
animals, and does not pertain to any other animals (USFWS, 2007).  
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) does not have a 
statement regarding the ownership of exotic animals as pets, although they do discuss 
various health hazards pertaining to both exotic pets and wildlife. When contacted, Gale 
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Galland, DVM (a representative of the CDC) sent me the following reply via email: 
“CDC does not recommend certain exotic animals as pets that have been associated with 
human disease and there are some exotic animals that cannot be imported as pets. 
However, CDC does not have an official position statement regarding exotic animals as 
pets.” (Galland, 2004).  
State Laws 
One of the more tedious but interesting aspects of this work was to find, interpret 
and analyze exotic animal laws from all fifty states.  Although there are some websites 
that have summaries of state laws for a specific species, such as skunks or wolves, none 
are comprehensive for all mammals. Those that try are mostly out of date, and rarely 
include specific species. I wanted to have a complete database of all mammals and where 
they are legal or illegal, and under what, if any, conditions they may be legally kept. In 
this manner, I might be able to find correlations between the number of injury incidents, 
animal availability, and legality.  
I will highlight four states to illustrate the variety of laws, and how those laws 
were analyzed and then simplified for ease of categorization. I chose these four to 
highlight the great variety and complexity of laws relating to the ownership of exotic pet 
mammals, although all of the laws relating to this topic are unique. The codes of all fifty 
states were interpreted in this way, and the simplified interpretation summaries of all fifty 
states are included in Appendix A.  
ALASKA 
Alaska exotic pet codes are found in the Alaska Administrative Code Title 5 (Fish 
and Game) 92.029. The title for this section is Permit for Possessing Live Game. Alaska 
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is an example of a relatively simple and straightforward code in which most exotic 
animals are illegal to own as pets.  
According to Title 5 of the Alaska Administrative Code, you must have a permit 
for typically domesticated animals, as well as for chimpanzees, reindeer, dromedary 
camels, fat-tailed gerbils, and African Pygmy hedgehogs. All other animals are illegal to 
own, as are hybrids of these animals and a wild animal.  The board can add or remove 
species from the list of approved animals depending upon evidence regarding that 
animal’s ability to survive in the wild in Alaska, or to affect native Alaska wildlife. That 
said, this statute has not changed since its inception in 1985, except to amend the 
inclusion of deer, wolves and wolf hybrids, so the reality of affecting changes in this list 
is that it is not really done (AAC. 1995). 
Simplified interpretation: Chimpanzees, dromedary camels, any pigs, fat-tailed 
gerbils, and African pygmy hedgehogs may be owned with no restrictions other 
than a possession permit.  Permits are also required to own wolves, wolf hybrids, 
or deer / elk of any kind. All other exotic animals are banned, including hybrid 
cats less than four generations removed from the wild. 
WYOMING 
Wyoming laws pertaining to exotic pets are fairly easy to find and interpret, and 
allow for ownership of many types of animals. There are two specific laws, both in Title 
23 (Game and Fish) of the Wyoming Administrative Code. Chapter 1 (Administration) 
Article 1 (General Provisions) discusses most of the issues pertaining to animal 
ownership. It distinguishes among big game animals, exotic species, furbearing animals, 
predatory animals, small game animals, trophy game animals, protected animals, and 
wildlife. Obviously, the emphasis here is more on hunting than pet ownership, but the 
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rules apply to both. Chapter 3 (General Regulatory Provisions) Article 3 (Wildlife 
Provisions) specifically relates to the importation and sale of wildlife that are generally 
prohibited.  
Chapter 1 of the Game and Fish title of the Annotated Wyoming Statutes 
specifically spells out that there is no private ownership of live animals classified in this 
act as big game (antelope, bighorn sheep, deer, elk, moose, mountain goat) or trophy 
game animals (black bear, grizzly bear, mountain lion) or of any wolf or wolf hybrid. All 
others, then, may be owned according to state law. Chapter 3 prohibits the buying or 
selling of antelope, bears, elk, deer, moose, mountain goats, bighorn sheep, mountain 
lions, wolves or wolf hybrids. This is a somewhat redundant law, as Chapter 1 already 
states these animals cannot be owned. There are no specific laws regarding exotic animal 
ownership, although exotic animals are defined in Chapter 1. Presumably, then, all 
animals not on this list, and not banned by a county or municipality, are legal to own 
(WSA2, 2003).  
Simplified interpretation: Wolves, wolf hybrids, deer, bears, moose, elk, 
antelope, bighorn sheep, and mountain goats are banned. Mountain lions and 
lynx are banned, but all other wild cats need only an importation permit and 
possession permit. 
KENTUCKY 
 Kentucky exotic animal laws are primarily found in the Kentucky Revised 
Statues, Title XII (Conservation and State Development), Chapter 150: Fish and Wildlife. 
There is a second section that pertains to exotic pets in Title IX – Counties, Cities, and 
Other Local Units, Chapter 65 (General Provisions Applicable to Counties, Cities and 
Other Local Units), 65.877.  
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 KRS 150.025 in the Kentucky Revised Statutes authorizes the department to 
regulate the buying, selling, or transporting of wildlife, but prohibits the possession of 
wolves, black bears and mountain lions. In addition it prohibits importing coyotes, 
skunks, raccoons and foxes, although you may own them with a permit if they were 
captive born in the state. KRS 150.180 requires a person transporting any live wildlife 
into Kentucky to obtain a permit from the department. KRS 150.280 authorizes the 
department to promulgate administrative regulations establishing procedures for the 
holding of protected wildlife. This administrative regulation establishes the procedure for 
obtaining a transportation permit for exotic wildlife and prohibits the importation and 
possession of exotic species with the potential to damage native ecosystems (flying 
foxes/fruit bats, Gambian giant pouched rats, jack rabbits, multi-mammate rats, nutria, 
prairie dogs, raccoon dogs, San Juan rabbits, suricates/slender-tailed meercats, civets, 
linsangs, mongooses, fossas, genets, peccaries, javelinas, and wild species of rabbits and 
pigs), and places restrictions on importing, transporting, and holding species that are 
potentially dangerous to human health and safety (African buffalo, bears, cheetahs, 
clouded leopards, elephants, hippopotamus, honey badgers, hyenas (except aardwolves 
are accepted), lions, leopards, tigers, jaguars, old world badgers, all primates, 
rhinoceroses, wolverines, snow leopards, and hybrids of any of these animals). It also 
allows for a few species that residents do not need permits to import. In addition to 
typical domestic species, camels, wild goats and captive-raised mink are allowed. KRS 
150.355 gives provisions for using ferrets for hunting, and exempts people who own the 
ferrets solely as pets from the regulations. KRS 150.730 allows for the ownership of 
captive cervids with a permit. KRS 65.877 authorizes lower levels of government to 
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make regulations regarding “inherently dangerous animals listed, but does not specify 
that they must make such regulations, or what type of regulations they should be. 
Potentially, these animals could be banned on a county, city or local level, even if they are 
allowed statewide. However, all of the animals on this list are also on the 
importation/possession prohibition in KRS 150.280, which actually makes it entirely 
redundant. One good point about this section, however, is that it does define a wolf-dog 
as any animal over 25% wolf. As pointed out on page 31, this distinction is not actually 
possible genetically (Arkfeld, 2008), so this designation would likely be a matter of the 
owner’s word or birth records, if there are any. 
 KAR 301.2.81-82 in the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KAR2, 2012) lists 
animals that are illegal to import or possess. These include Wild European rabbits, 
meerkats, mulimammate rats, fruit bats, nutria, and any members of the Viverridae (genet 
and civet), Tayassuida (peccary) and the Suidae (pig) family except domesticated swine. 
Also included in this list of prohibited exotic animals are black bears, mountain lions and 
wolves as well as any federally endangered or threatened species. Coyotes, skunks, 
raccoons and foxes cannot be imported into the state of Kentucky. Essentially, this 
regulation mimics KRS 150, and is completely redundant. 
Simplified interpretation: Wolves, wolf hybrids over 25% wolf, mountain lions, 
cheetahs, lions, tigers, jaguars, leopards, clouded leopards, bears, flying foxes, 
San Juan rabbits, jackrabbits, multimammate rats, nutria, fruit bats, Gambian 
pouched rats, prairie dogs, suricates (includes slender-tailed meerkat), all 
viverridae (civets, genets, mongooses, fossas, linsangs), peccaries, javelinas, all 
non-domestic suidae, African buffalo, hippos, hyenas, honey badgers, old world 
badgers, elephants, rhinos, wolverines and primates are banned. A permit is 
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required to own deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons and coyotes, but importation of 
them is prohibited. Additionally, a permit is required for all native wildlife 
(beavers, muskrats, opossums, rabbits, woodchucks, otters, squirrels, weasels, 
mink). It is acceptable to own yak, wild goats, camels, and mink heavier than 
1.15 kg (they are assumed to be domestic) without a permit. 
WASHINGTON 
 Washington codes pertaining to potential exotic pets can be found in two places. 
The first is under Washington Administrative Code 246-100-197, which deals with rabies 
vectors. The second is in the Revised Code of Washington, Title 16 (Chapter 16.30) 
which defines and prohibits ownership of dangerous wild animals.  
 According to the Washington Administrative Code (2011), WAC 246-100-197 
prohibits owning any bat, fox, skunk, raccoon or coyote, ostensibly because they carry 
rabies in the wild.  While the other laws highlighted in this chapter deal with exotics 
somewhat incidentally, Title 16 is a law that was made specifically to address exotic pet 
ownership in the state. RCW 16.30.010 gives a list of potentially dangerous wild animals 
that includes lions, tigers, mountain lions, jaguars, cheetahs, snow leopards, leopards, 
clouded leopards, bears, wolves (but specifically not wolf hybrids), hyenas, rhinoceroses, 
elephants and all primates. These animals may not be owned as pets. 16.30.30 allows for 
the grandfathering in of anyone owning one of these animals before the law went into 
effect (July 22, 2007). 16.30.50 allows for cities to make more restrictive laws regarding 
exotic animals. 
Simplified interpretation: Big cats, clouded leopards, wolves, white-tailed deer, 
caribou, mule deer, black-tailed deer, Rocky Mountain elk, foxes, skunks, 
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raccoons, primates, bears, hyenas, elephants, rhinos, moose, bats, and coyotes are 
banned. Wolf hybrids are expressly allowed. 
 
Mapping Exotic Mammal Ownership Laws 
As mentioned in Chapter 2, in an effort to look at how different states compare in 
their permissibility of exotic pets, I specifically looked at those animals which tend to be 
more heavily regulated, and are fairly common as exotic pets. I have divided these up 
into the following categories: big cats (genus Panthera, Acinonyx), small cats (genus 
Felis, Caracal, Leptailurus, Leopardus, Otocolobus, Neofelis, Prionailurus, Lynx (except 
Lynx canadensis and Lynx rufus) and Puma (except Puma concolor), native cats (Lynx 
canadensis, Lynx rufus, and Puma concolor), wolves (Canis lupus), wolf hybrids, foxes 
(genus Vulpes), raccoons (Procyon lotor), skunks (Mephitis mephitis), and primates 
(order Primata). In addition, I looked at deer (family Cervidae), bears (family Ursidae), 
and hedgehogs (subfamily Erinaceinae), although deer and bears are not as often kept as 
pets, hedgehogs – while a more popular pet – are not often regulated. Corresponding 
maps were created to visually summarize these laws. Summaries used to create the maps 
are in Appendix A. 
CATS 
 Traditionally, there are seven species of cats that are considered to be “big cats”. 
These are lions, tigers, leopards, snow leopards, jaguars, cheetahs and mountain lions 
(also called pumas or cougars). Zoologically, the mountain lion is actually considered to 
be a small cat, since it purrs and cannot roar – a distinction made between the big cats 
and small cats (Hansen, 2009). However, for purposes of this chapter, they are considered 
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to be one of the big cats due to their size and potential to cause harm. All other wild cats 
in this chapter are termed small cats. 
 Of the seven big cats listed, only lions and mountain lions are not considered 
endangered species (WWF, 2013). Although tigers are considered endangered, captive 
bred tigers are exempt from the endangered species protections because of the abundance 
of them in captivity. In addition, since subspecies of tigers are difficult to determine, they 
are not useful for purposes of breeding for species recovery, but at the same time they are 
useful for education and conservation purposes. This was determined under the generic 
tiger ruling of the Captive-Bred Wildlife (CBW) registration system enacted by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS, 2007). It allows for owning and transporting of non-native 
endangered or threatened wildlife that were bred in captivity to be owned, but not re-
introduced into the wild. It specifically includes several species of birds and “generic” 
tigers, although it may be applied to other animals that are not specified. Because they are 
endangered, it is never legal to own a cheetah, leopard, snow leopard or jaguar as an 
actual pet (USDA, 2004). Still, that there are such animals owned by private individuals 
cannot be denied. Some of these may be illegally owned, although many are likely kept 
with a federal USDA permit (USDA, 2012). As of this time, there is no realiable way to 
quantify how many tigers are actually owned privately, either legally or illegally. 
 In addition to the provisions prohibiting endangered species as pets, in September 
2007 the Captive Wildlife Safety Act was enacted, which prohibits interstate transport of 
big cats to all persons except those with USDA permits, zoos, and wildlife sanctuaries. 
This Act does not specifically prevent anyone from owning a lion, tiger, cheetah, leopard, 
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jaguar, snow leopard or mountain lion – only from transporting them across state lines 
without a federal permit. 
For purposes of this study, I have divided cats into three categories: native cats, 
big cats and small cats. Native cats include mountain lions, bobcats and lynx. In this way, 
they may – and often do – have distinctly separate regulations from other wild cat 
species. Big cats would then include lions, tigers, leopards, jaguars, cheetahs and snow 
leopards. All other wild species of cats would fall into the small cat category. 
Consequently, I have created three separate maps representing pet exotic cats laws – one 
for native cats, one for the big cats, and one for the small cats.  
 
Figure 3.2: Legality of big cats. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A).  
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As indicated in Figure 3.2 on the previous page, most states ban big cats, and the 
majority of those that do not ban them outright require some sort of permit to own them. 
In only a few states – namely Wisconsin, North Carolina, Nevada and Montana – are 
there no specific regulations regarding big cats as pets.  
Native cats (Figure 3.3) are defined in this study as mountain lions, Canadian lynx 
and bobcats. Many states have laws that apply to some or all of these cats, but not to 
others, so I have decided to treat them separately to avoid confusion on the maps and in 
the analyses. As can be seen from the map, there is a greater variety of regulations 
regarding native cats. Most of this is due to differences in which animals are viewed as 
native (for instance, lynx are not included in many of the laws that mention mountain 
lions and / or bobcats). As can be seen in the simplified interpretations of laws in 
Appendix A, some states take the general view that native animals should not be owned 
because it may promote the taking of animals from the wild, eventually depleting the 
population. Other states take the opposite view, and only allow native animals because if 
they should escape or be released they will not have a negative impact on the existing 
ecosystem. This idea is borne out in some of the laws regarding raccoons, skunks and 
foxes as well, as can be seen in Figures 3.10 and 3.12.  
51 
 
 
Figure 3.3: Legality of native cats. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
 
Small cats (Figure 3.5) include all cats not included in the previous two cat 
categories. There is, if anything, an even greater variety in the application of laws for the 
small cats. In most cases, this is likely due to the understandable perception that smaller 
wild cats do not pose as large a threat as the big cats. A few states, rather than banning all 
small cats, have opted to ban or permit only those cats that are seen more commonly as 
exotic pets, or that are more likely to bite, based upon past experience or media coverage. 
Servals, ocelots, margays and caracals are among the more well-known small exotic cat 
species. The laws shown generally do not apply to hybrid cats such as Savannahs 
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(domestic cat/serval hybrid (TICA, 2012)) or Bengals (domestic cat/Asian leopard cat 
hybrid (TICA, 2012)), unless specifically stated.  
 
Figure 3.4: Pet serval (photo courtesy L. Brown, 2010) 
 
Of note, the terms F1, F2, and so on refer to hybrid animals (both cats and 
wolves) and what filial generation removed they are from the wild ancestor (Paige, 
2013). An F1, then would have a domestic parent and a wild parent. An F2 would have 
one fully domestic parent and one F1 parent, or two F1 parents. They are two generations 
removed from the wild. Although the potential parentage of an animal beyond an F2 is 
quite varied, generally an F3 would simply be three generations removed from the wild, 
an F4 would be four generations, and so on. In general, breeders do not keep track after 
F5.  
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Figure 3.5: Legality of small cats. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A).  
 
WOLVES AND WOLF HYBRIDS 
 Wolves and wolf hybrids are very similar animals, but often have wildly different 
laws regarding their ownership. Wolves, while they are certainly endangered in some 
locales, have been delisted as an endangered species throughout most of the USA, and 
there are no other federal laws that would apply to wolf ownership. Nonetheless, there are 
many states that do not allow ownership of wolves (see Figure 3.6). This is primarily due 
to general perception of wolves as dangerous animals that could attack people, livestock 
or domestic pets. While wild wolves are known to attack some livestock and domestic 
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pets, there are no verifiable incidents of healthy, wild wolves attacking humans in the 
USA.  
 
 
Figure 3.6: Legality of wolves. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
Special notes on this map 
 NV: need proof animal was legally acquired and captive bred, but not a permit 
 
Wolf hybrids, often called wolf-dogs, are an entirely different story. Many states 
do not prohibit owning wolf hybrids, or allow them with a simple permit or even just 
verification of rabies vaccinations (Figure 3.8). In some cases, the reason given for this 
discrepancy is that wolf-dogs are not significantly distinguishable from “wolfish” 
domestic dog breeds, without costly genetic testing. In other cases, wolves are found in 
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the wild, and can potentially breed with domestic dogs without owner knowledge, and 
many people do not like the idea of being fined for something for which they do not 
consider themselves to be responsible. The fact that spaying a female dog would 
eliminate this possibility is generally not discussed, as many people do not want to be 
told that they must spay or neuter their pet, either.  
 
Figure 3.7: Pet wolf hybrid (photo courtesy S. Fischman, 2010) 
 
One of the larger problems with legislating against wolf hybrids is the definition 
used to denote what is considered a wolf hybrid or wolf-dog. Kentucky considers any 
animals over 25% wolf to be a wolf hybrid, but in Montana it is 50%, and in Florida it is 
75% (KAR2, 2012; MCA, 2003; FAC, 2009). Without detailed breeding records, this is 
impossible to determine accurately, even with genetic testing. In Louisiana, the law states 
that “any animal which appears indistinguishable from a wolf, or is in any way 
represented to be a wolf shall be considered to be a wolf in the absence of bona fide 
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documentation to the contrary” (LAC, 2007). In this case, whether or not an animal is a 
wolf hybrid is left up to whether or not law enforcement officials think it looks like one – 
a highly arbitrary circumstance. 
Like wolves, wolf hybrids in Nevada do not actually require a permit, but you are 
required to have proof that the animal was born in captivity and legally acquired. 
 
 
Figure 3.8: Legality of wolf hybrids. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
 
 
Special notes on this map 
 NV: need proof animal was legally acquired and captive bred, but not a permit 
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FOXES 
Foxes provide a more thought-provoking case. Many of the states that ban the 
private ownership of foxes either ban all, or nearly all, exotic pets. However, there is a 
strong regionalization of bans in the southern and western parts of the country (Figure 
3.10). This is likely attributed to higher incidence rates of wild foxes as rabies vectors in 
these locations than in the New England and upper Midwest states. In most cases of 
partial bans or partial permits, either only native foxes are banned or permitted, or only 
non-native ones are banned or permitted. As with wolves and wolf hybrids in Nevada, 
Minnesota does not have an outright ban upon foxes, but owners are required to have 
proof that any owned foxes were captive bred.  
An interesting pair of exceptions are Utah and New York. In Utah, native foxes 
(red, gray and kit foxes) are banned, but so are fennec foxes (Vulpes zerda) (UAR2, 
2013). Since fennecs are not native to the USA, but other non-native foxes are not banned 
(including other desert species), a very likely conclusion is that they are banned solely 
because they are somewhat common as exotic pets. New York went the opposite 
direction. When the state of New York updated its exotic pet laws, all exotic animals 
(including all foxes) were going to be banned. Many fennec fox owners living in New 
York protested by writing letters to senators and taking their animals in to see them in 
person. This activism resulted in fennec foxes being one of the only exotic pets not 
banned in New York State (NYDEC, 2005).  
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Figure 3.9: Pet fennec fox (author’s photo, 2000) 
 
Another point of interest on this map is Arkansas. In Arkansas, it is legal to own 
up to six red or gray foxes without a permit (AC, 2005). They may not, however, be 
bought, nor may they be imported from certain states where foxes are considered a major 
rabies vector. Presumably, if you cannot buy them, you are expected to either have been 
given them, rescued them as orphans, trapped them, or have bred them yourself.  
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Figure 3.10: Legality of foxes. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
Special notes on this map 
 MN: requires proof they are captive bred, but not a permit 
 
RACCOONS 
Raccoons, like foxes, are illegal in many states (Figure 3.12). Despite this fact, 
many people keep them as pets, even in states in which they are illegal: one of the most 
widely owned pets of survey respondents (Chapter 5) was the raccoon, and some of these 
were certainly from states where they are illegal. As with foxes, Arkansas allows you to 
own up to six raccoons without a permit, although the prohibitions on buying them or 
importing them do not exist (AC, 2005). New Jersey, Iowa and Michigan all allow 
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raccoon ownership without a permit, as long as such animals are documented as captive 
bred (NJAC, 1995; IAC3, 2007; MCL1, 2005).  
 
Figure 3.11: Pet raccoon (photo courtesy K. McGill, 2010) 
 
 
Figure 3.12: Legality of raccoons. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
 
Special notes on this map 
 IA, MI and NJ: require proof they are captive bred, but no permit is required 
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SKUNKS 
Skunks are among the most regulated of all exotic pets (Figure 3.15). There is a 
strong regional character to bans on skunk ownership that appears to correlate to skunks 
as a primary rabies vector in southern, mid-western and western states, although they are 
often banned in other states, as well.  Interestingly, with pet owners in mind, New 
Hampshire only bans “striped” skunks, which are native to the area, but not any other 
species of skunks (NHRS1, 1999). Likewise, Oklahoma requires owners of “native” 
skunks (the striped skunk) to have a permit, but allows other species unregulated (OS2, 
2004). Iowa and Minnesota both allow skunks as pets, but you must have proof that they 
were bred in captivity, such as a bill of sale or a letter from a pet breeder (IAC3, 2007; 
MS2, 2012).  
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Figure 3.13: Legality of skunks. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
Special notes on this map 
 IA and MN: require proof they are captive bred, but no permit is required 
 
PRIMATES 
Primates are often referred to as “non-human primates” in laws and literature, to 
denote the application of the laws only to animals, and not people – who are technically 
primates as well. Other than hedgehogs (Figure 3.16), primates are among the least 
banned animals profiled for this section (Figure 3.15). While some states do ban some or 
all primates, many of these laws have only been enacted within the past ten years, and 
most of them allow exceptions for service animals, or grandfather clauses for owners who 
had their animal before the enactment of the law. Since many primates live between 
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twenty and forty years (Nowak, 1999), this means that even in those states with bans, 
there may still be a significant population of pet primates.  
Primates are an attractive animal to many people simply because of their 
similarities to humans, especially children. Although a few survey respondents admitted 
that the reason they wanted a primate was because they wanted a companion, or because 
their children were gone, this was not truly the main reason most gave for owning them 
(see Appendix F). Primates are highly intelligent and curious, and can learn many 
behaviors that other animals cannot. However, primates also can become territorial of 
their home or their owner, a fact borne out by the high rates of bites and scratches from 
primates to strangers (Appendix E).  
Primates have been shown to be able to carry and potentially transmit various 
diseases to humans due to the similarities in physiology. There have been cases of 
laboratory workers being exposed to fluids from primates – primarily rhesus macaques – 
and then developing diseases such as Marburg or herpes B (Ostrowski, 1998). There are 
35 types of non-human primate herpes, and only this one type is known to be pathogenic 
in humans.  A large number of laboratory primates test positive for tuberculosis, as well. 
It should be noted that these laboratory animals are nearly always wild-caught, or born 
from or housed near recently wild primates (Ostrowski, 1998).  
There have been few cases of pet primates having tuberculosis or herpes B, none 
at all of pet primates having more deadly diseases such as Ebola or Marburg, and no 
documented cases of transmittal of any disease from a pet primate to a human. According 
to the CDC, “Approximately 40 cases of zoonotic B-virus infection have been reported. 
Considering the number of people in contact with macaques, the number of cases is quite 
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low” (CDC, 2011). There have been no cases of people contracting Herpes B from a 
monkey outside of a research facility. It is certainly a serious disease – about half of the 
humans that contracted it died (CDC, 2011) – but it is also an unlikely one given current 
data on infection rates. 
 
Figure 3.14: Pet squirrel monkey (photo courtesy M. Bedrosian, 2010) 
 
Generally, apes (superfamily Hominoidea: gorillas, chimpanzees, orangutans, 
bonobos and gibbons) are considered often to be more dangerous than other primates. 
This is partly due to their higher intelligence, and partly due to their larger size and 
greater strength, which gives them the potential to do more harm. Some states ban or 
permit only apes, and do not regulate other primates. One notable exception is Alaska, in 
which all primates (indeed, almost all exotic animals) are banned, with the exception of 
chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes), which are often considered to be the most dangerous of 
all primates (Center for Great Apes, 2009). It can only be surmised that when this law 
was written, a chimpanzee owner lobbied for this exception, as it makes little sense 
otherwise.  
Arizona’s ban on infant primates is based upon the idea that while primates can be 
pets, they should not be taken away from their mothers as infants to be raised solely by 
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humans. This is in deference to the mother-child bond that nearly all primates (including 
the human ones) develop.  
I would like to note that although several websites that discuss primate laws 
mention that Oklahoma required primates to be permitted, none of them give a reference 
for this. When I scoured the laws of Oklahoma, I did not find any laws requiring primates 
to be permitted, but there is the possibility that I could have missed it in a location I did 
not think to look.  
 
Figure 3.15: Legality of primates. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
 
Special notes on this map 
 HI: you may only own a primate if you are bonded by the state 
 OK: many websites claim a permit is needed for primates, but I have yet to find such a stipulation 
in the laws 
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HEDGEHOGS 
Hedgehogs are somewhat popular as pets and, being very small, unobtrusive and 
quiet animals, are rarely regulated (Figure 3.18). In a few states, there are bans on 
specific species of hedgehogs, generally only including those that are not the commonly 
held pets, with the African pygmy hedgehog and European hedgehog being the most 
prevalent pet hedgehogs in the USA. Arizona allows hedgehogs with a permit, but the 
housing requirements for hedgehogs are so detailed and strict that even zoos have a 
difficult time meeting them. Consequently, while you my technically get a permit to own 
a hedgehog in Arizona, chances are not good that you will meet the requirements to do 
so.  
There are only three states that ban hedgehogs as pets: California, Hawaii and 
Pennsylvania. Since California and Hawaii ban nearly all exotic pets, including ferrets, 
it’s no surprise that these states ban hedgehogs as well. Both consider hedgehogs to be 
deleterious to the environment if they were ever to escape and breed in the wild. 
Pennsylvania is a completely different story. According to several Internet sources such 
as Hedgehog Central (hedgehogcentral.com, 2012), an unusual law established in the 
1990's declared that although hedgehogs were legal to own, it would be illegal to import 
hedgehogs into the state. A few breeders violated that law, resulting in the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission (PGC) declaring “all-out war on all hedgehogs within the state. 
Breeder's homes have been raided and their hedgehogs confiscated with all of the zeal of 
a major drug bust” (hedgehogcentral.com, 2012). 
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I chose to look at hedgehog ownership simply because they are a more common 
and easily acquired “pocket pet”, and there are few laws – or objections – regarding 
them. 
 
Figure 3.16: Legality of hedgehogs. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
Special notes on this map 
 GA: allows breeding of hedgehogs as a business, but not ownership as pets 
 
DEER 
Deer are not often kept as pets. Most people that own deer acquire them as 
orphaned animals, and they are eventually released back to the wild. It is exactly for this 
reason that many states prohibit or otherwise regulate deer ownership (Figure 3.17). Deer 
are susceptible to diseases that, while they may or may not affect the deer negatively, may 
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affect cattle and other livestock, or humans (Campbell, 2011). Many of the states that 
permit or ban only a few species do so only with native animals, which may have come 
from the wild, and thus may carry diseases such as brucellosis, equine encephalitis, Lyme 
disease, bovine tuberculosis and chronic wasting disease (CDC, 2012). 
 
 
Figure 3.17: Legality of deer. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
Special notes on this map 
 MN: requires proof they are captive bred, but not a permit 
 
BEARS 
Bears are animals that, while getting a lot of media coverage, seem to be 
relatively rare for people to own as pets. Anecdotally, many people think bear cubs are 
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cute and get them with the intent to raise them, but by many accounts bears are far more 
difficult to raise than many animals, including most of the big cats, due to their size, 
intelligence, and somewhat unpredictable behavior. Throughout much of the country, 
bears are either banned or regulated with a permitting system, although some specify only 
those bears they consider “native” (Figure 3.18).  
 
 
Figure 3.18: Legality of bears. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A).  
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How Laws Indicate Our Views on Animals 
Exotic pets pose a special problem for research because the term exotic pet is not 
well-defined, and can mean different things to different people and entities. They are an 
“in-between” category of animals, neither domestic nor truly wild, and because they do 
not fit into a neat category, they are often overlooked or misunderstood for regulatory 
purposes. This can be seen in the complexity – or dearth – of exotic pet laws in each of 
the fifty states. The wording of laws is often indicative of how residents of a given state 
view animals; whether as the state’s responsibility, as individual property, or as creatures 
with at least some inherent rights. As shown, there are myriad permutations on these 
views based upon the type of animal, or the specific site and situation of a given state. 
The simplified legal interpretations of all 50 states were analyzed regarding exotic 
pets (Appendix A), and values were assigned to each state based upon the following 
criteria: bans, partial bans, permits, and exceptions to the ban or permits required; as well 
as the number and types of animals that the laws apply to. A simple ranking system was 
applied to the end scores produced by the coding, as can be seen below (Table 3.1).  
Table 3.1: Restrictiveness rank and score of state laws relating to exotic pets; scores 
compiled from data collected as part of this study (Appendix A).Scores indicate the most 
restrictive states with the highest numbers, and the least restrictive states with the lowest 
numbers.  
*Indicates those states in which the laws do not reflect the actual permitting of animals. 
Consequently, these states have a true score (PA 68 and ME 65) that is lower than their 
realistic score (PA 120 and ME 125). 
 
Rank State Score 
1 Hawaii 129 
2 California 127 
3 Maryland 125 
4 Maine* 125 
5 Georgia 124 
6 New Jersey 123 
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7 Pennsylvania* 120 
8 Utah 110 
9 Alaska 109 
10 Colorado 107 
11 New Hampshire 105 
12 Massachusetts 105 
13 Connecticut 105 
14 New York 101 
15 Idaho 98 
16 Vermont 91 
17 South Carolina 91 
18 Arizona 89 
19 Florida 87 
20 Kentucky 86 
21 Louisiana 83 
22 Oregon 82 
23 Illinois 81 
24 Indiana 80 
25 Washington 79 
26 Delaware 74 
27 Nebraska 74 
28 North Dakota 73 
29 Texas 72 
30 Nevada 71 
31 Alabama 70 
32 Iowa 69 
 Pennsylvania* 68 
33 Tennessee 66 
 Maine* 65 
34 Kansas 63 
35 Minnesota 61 
36 Rhode Island 55 
37 South Dakota 53 
38 Missouri 49 
39 Wyoming 49 
40 New Mexico 48 
41 Michigan 44 
42 Virginia 42 
43 West Virginia 42 
44 Mississippi 40 
45 Wisconsin 38 
46 Arkansas 34 
47 North Carolina 30 
48 Montana 30 
49 Oklahoma 29 
50 Ohio 21 
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As Table 3.1 indicates, states were ranked according to the overall restrictiveness 
of their laws toward the ownership of exotic mammals as pets, with Hawaii being the 
most restrictive with an overall score of 129, and Ohio being the least restrictive with an 
overall score of 21. It should be noted that Ohio, despite still being the least restrictive 
state, recently changed its exotic animal laws to better regulate exotic animals as pets. 
Prior to the 2012 change in laws, Ohio would have ranked 50th still, but with a score of 
only 5.  
The most restrictive states, highlighted in red, are listed first. In California, it is 
illegal to own any exotic animals as pets – even more mainstream animals such as ferrets, 
chinchillas and hedgehogs. The only way to own these animals is to be licensed as an 
exhibitor or breeder. It is very difficult, and often takes many years, to get such a license. 
Hawaii is even more restrictive. All exotic pets are illegal, as they are in California, 
including animals such as ferrets and hedgehogs. The only exception to this is that 
monkeys may be owned if the owner is bonded with the state. Generally, this is restricted 
to animal exhibits and service monkeys. Other than this one exception, which is not often 
offered to potential pet owners, all others are illegal and it is difficult even for a zoo to 
import many animals in Hawaii. 
Another item of note in this category of animals would be the cases of Maine 
(125) and Pennsylvania (120). Technically, both should be lower on the list going by the 
letter of their respective laws. Neither restricts many animals, but do require nearly all 
exotic pet owners to have a permit. However, rarely does either state give out permits to 
pet owners, even when pet owners meet all the requirements. Consequently, their scores 
have been normalized to reflect this much more restrictive and realistic exotic pet policy. 
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I have also included both Maine and Pennsylvania with their original scores lower in the 
list – 65 for Maine and 68 for Pennsylvania.  
Florida is actually a great case to study, as it regulates all exotic animals. All 
animals are put into distinctive classes (FAC, 2009). Class I animals are banned as pets. 
This includes animals such as big cats, great apes, baboons, bears, elephants, rhinos, 
hippos and Cape buffalo. Class II animals are potentially injurious (small cats, wolves, 
larger primates, small carnivores, etc) and a complex permit is required to own one. It 
includes years of experience in handling and caring for the animals in question before a 
permit is allowed. Class III animals require a permit, but generally little or no previous 
experience handling the animals so long as the ability to care for them is demonstrated. 
These include all species not listed as Class I, Class II, or Class IV. Class IV animals 
(also called allowed animals) require no permit, and are primarily the typical domestic 
animals. This means that most animals can be owned as exotic pets, so long as the 
potential owner demonstrates that they know the proper care and handling of such 
animals, and have the resources to provide for their pets.  
North Dakota, like Florida, has a fairly comprehensive permitting system (NAC, 
2007). Category 1 animals are similar to domestic animals but may not specifically be 
domesticated. For the most part, this includes various species of fowl, but also mules and 
donkeys. Category 2 animals are mostly domestics, and require no permit. This includes 
ferrets, ranch-bred foxes and mink, and Russian lynx . Category 3 animals are potentially 
injurious animals that are mostly native to the area. This includes several types of deer, 
elk, reindeer, bighorn sheep, Canadian lynx and bobcat. These require a permit. Category 
4 animals are considered inherently or environmentally dangerous and include the big 
74 
 
cats, bears, wolves, wolf hybrids, and primates. They are banned as pets. Lastly, Category 
5 animals are all other animals “not previously listed”, and they do require a permit. 
Although many exotic pet owners tend to use Florida as an example of good 
exotic pet laws, North Dakota is perhaps a more manageable approach. The Florida rules 
are actually quite extensive and require many levels of inspection and reporting. The 
North Dakota law, while still a very comprehensive permitting system, requires far less in 
the way of specific animal knowledge and paperwork by both owners and inspectors.  
Ohio, in the news in 2011 for a variety of exotic pets having been released and 
eventually shot by law enforcement, changed its exotic laws in 2012 (ORC, 2012). 
Before this date, no animals were regulated, other than the requirement of a veterinary 
certificate for imported animals. As of September 5, 2012, the law requires a permit and 
liability insurance for a variety of animals, including bears, wolves, big cats, clouded 
leopards, lynxes, servals, caracals, and primates except for lemurs. Native animals require 
a fur-bearing animal permit. All other animals (including lemurs) are legal to own. 
Corresponding to the Table 3.1 is a map, below, labeled Figure 3.19. As in the 
above table, red indicates highly restrictive states in which all or most exotic pets are 
banned from private ownership as pets. Orange indicates those states which ban some 
animals, and permit most others. In fact, nearly all exotics require a permit of some type 
in this category. The blue states are those in which there is more variety. Some ban some 
animals, permit some others, but allow many as well. Some ban a large number of 
animals, and allow others with no permitting system. Still others require permits for 
many animals, and allow many others, but have relatively few species that are banned. 
Finally, the green states are considered the least restrictive. It should be pointed out that 
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even though they are considered less restrictive, all states do have some sort of 
regulations regarding privately owned exotic mammals.  
 
Figure 3.19: Restrictiveness of state laws relating to exotic pets, based upon ranking and 
score in table 3.1. Data collected as part of this study (Appendix A). 
 
It can be generalized that with a few exceptions, tighter restrictions are found to 
occur along both coasts, with the center of the country having less overall restrictive 
laws. Partly, this is due to population concentrations being higher along the coasts, and a 
consequent lack of large tracts of land for larger animals, thus more potential for injury or 
damage should an animal escape its owner. Also, animal welfare and rights organizations 
are far more prevalent on both coasts than the interior of the USA, which will give a 
greater weight to the “rights” of animals, as well.  
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The Plains and Midwest states have more open spaces, in addition to a tradition of 
not wanting too much government regulation over what is viewed as personal property. It 
can be inferred that the laws in most states are reflective of the general views of people in 
these states in the manner in which they view animals. Animals are seen more as guards, 
herders, hunters, beasts of burden, food and hobbies throughout the interior states to a far 
greater degree. This lends itself to views of ownership as opposed to companionship.  
On the coasts, where there is far less opportunity for hunting, herding, farming 
and hobby breeding, animals are more likely to be seen as companions, which gives them 
an anthropomorphic cast. Animals are more likely to be given more consideration for 
their own desires and needs as opposed to the needs of people alone. In the same respect, 
animals only encountered in zoos and on television are more likely to be seen as foreign 
and “other” – and so are more frightening. And with a greater concentration of people, 
the number of people afraid of these animals is necessarily higher along the coasts than 
the interior.  
There are, of course, exceptions to these generalizations. On the East Coast, states 
such as North Carolina, Virginia and West Virginia have lower, more rural populations 
than many of the other East Coast states. The lower Restrictiveness Score is likely 
because these states may not view animal encounters in as foreign a vein as other states. 
Illinois has a greater population and, due to the influence and cosmopolitan nature of 
Chicago, often follows coastal trends more closely than the rest of the Midwest. Indiana 
and Kentucky, despite being Midwestern states, are also fairly restrictive, which may be 
due to proximity to and influence by, Illinois. Colorado, despite being an interior 
mountain state, also has a large and diverse population, many of whom are transplanted 
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from the West Coast, where exotic animals are not favored as pets. Nevada not only has a 
lot of open land and a history of not conforming to the rest of the country’s laws, it also 
has many exotic animal owners, entertainers and performers, which makes it difficult to 
legislate against ownership.  
 
Summary 
In looking at the various laws and regulations throughout the states, what at first 
seems to be an arbitrary and inconsistent series of legal codes evolves into something 
more far more interesting and complex. Individually, each state is distinctive and specific 
in its laws, their wording and intent. However, there are general regional patterns in many 
cases. Variations in such patterns can be explained by the number of people in a given 
state, as well as that state’s physical location and contextual circumstances within the 
larger body of the United States. Whether a state’s population considers exotic pet 
mammals to be property or independent beings that are to be taken care of, and whether 
humans are viewed as owners or caretakers, is often a product of the unique site and 
situation factors of each state, and this is, likewise, reflected in many of the laws relating 
to the keeping of animals.  
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CHAPTER 4: INCIDENTS OF EXOTIC PET ATTACKS  
 
Exotic Pet Incidents 
The Danger Associated with Exotic Pets 
The potential for an exotic pet to do harm is often one of the primary concerns of 
citizens, lawmakers and news organizations. Public safety is often the most discussed 
issue when deciding whether or not an animal should – or should not – be allowed as a 
pet. Those attack cases that do occur are often highly publicized. The previously 
mentioned incidents (page 2-3) involving Travis the chimp (Associated Press, 2009), the 
Harlem apartment tiger (Feuer and George, 2003) and Zanesville Ohio (Welsh-Huggins 
and Sanner, 2011) illustrate this point. The fact that there are relatively few of these 
speaks somewhat to the low number of actual incidents, and the frequency with which 
they occur. Some claim that exotic incidents increase when it is legal to own such 
animals, while others insist that keeping them illegally is more likely to lead to attacks. It 
can’t be both. This chapter addresses injuries and fatalities caused by exotic pets (all of 
which are generally termed incidents), and explores correlations with laws throughout the 
states within which they occur. In addition, I examine which exotic animals seem most 
likely to cause injuries or death in the USA. 
Many people seem to believe that exotic pets are mostly animals such as tigers 
and bears and alligators, and that they are generally kept in inadequate enclosures, and 
have a great potential to escape and do harm. Based upon the evidence in this research, 
most exotic pets seem to be of the smaller varieties and most never escape into the wild. 
The few that do manage to cause harm to people generally injure their owners, or friends 
and family members of the owners. Close contact with an animal – any animal – 
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increases the risk of injury by that animal. In analyzing injuries caused by exotic pets, 
only a few were to strangers, and the majority of those were primate incidents where a 
primate was taken into the public by the owner and allowed close contact with strangers. 
In addition, the incidents of non-family members being injured often involved children 
rather than adults (see Appendix E). This is similar to the findings of the CDC, that dog 
bites are far more prevalent in children than adults (CDC, 2012).   
Although not tabulated in this study, it should be noted that a larger number of 
escapes, injuries or deaths caused by exotic animals have been from zoos, sanctuaries and 
USDA exhibitors, rather than from private pet owners. Although I initially kept track of 
such incidents as well, the number became overwhelming, and I had to focus more 
strictly on animals kept only as pets.  
According to information from both the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) and 
the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), although pit bull mixes and 
Rottweilers are most likely to kill and seriously injure people, fatal attacks since 1975 
have been attributed to dogs from at least 30 breeds, including “friendly” breeds such as 
golden retrievers, border collies and beagles (CDC, 2012); (HSUS, 2010). No one breed 
is “safe”. In a few cases, even small dogs such as Dachshunds, Pomeranians and Jack 
Russell terriers have killed infants (Clifton, 2006). There are approximately 4.7 million 
dog bite victims in the USA annually – about 2% of the human population – and between 
15 and 20 deaths in the USA from dog attacks each year (CDC, 2012).  
According to the American Kennel Club (2009), any dog, treated harshly or 
trained to attack, may bite a person, and any dog can be turned into a dangerous dog. 
Likewise, any individual dog may be a good, loving pet, even though its breed is 
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considered to be dangerous, or likely to bite. One cannot look at an individual dog, 
recognize its breed, and then state whether or not it is going to attack (AKC, 2009). It 
could be argued that this is not much different than owning an exotic pet. There are 
hazards associated with owning a mountain lion or a wolf, to be sure, and safety 
measures should be in place, but small cats, foxes, rodents, and other small animals are 
not as likely to cause injuries or fatalities, simply by virtue of their size.  
The popular view of exotic pets, reinforced by media coverage, is that they are 
“dangerous”. According to the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(ASPCA, 2010), animals that are wild-caught should not be kept as pets, and they give a 
long list of reasons why exotic pets are not good companion animals. However, they do 
state, “In cases where exotics are already being kept as companions, where their 
guardians are able to provide appropriate environments and care, and provided that the 
animals are not bred, the ASPCA would support their remaining in their homes” 
(ASPCA, 2010). This indicates an acknowledgement that at least some exotic animals 
can become acceptable pets when well cared for and may not pose a significant danger.  
Any animal has the potential to do harm if handled in a way that makes the animal 
feel threatened, from guinea pig to Rottweiler to elephant. The CDC tracks dog and cat 
related injuries to people in the USA, and estimated in 2011 that each year 4.7 million 
people are bitten by dogs, and 800,000 have to seek medical attention – more than half of 
these are children. An average of 16 people each year die from dog bites (3.4% of the 
total number of people attacked). The rate of dog bite-related injuries is highest for 
children ages 5 to 9 years, and the rate decreases as children age. Injury rates in children 
are significantly higher for boys than for girls (CDC, 2013). 
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Based upon my findings, on average, eighteen people each year are reported to 
sustain injuries by an exotic pet, with twelve of those due to exotic pet mammals (Table 
4.1). Over the past six years, this average has declined with only twelve incidents each 
year total and only nine of those by mammals. Additionally, an average of three (2.7) 
people die from exotic pet attack incidents yearly, with two (1.7) of those caused by 
mammals (see Table 4.1).  Again, if we look at the more immediate trend over the last six 
years, there have been a total of twelve fatalities (two per year average), seven of which 
were caused by mammals (an average of one each year). As of the date of this 
publication, there have been no reported mammal-caused fatalities in the U.S. since 2010. 
Table 4.1: Total number of reported incidents of injury and fatality due to exotic pets, by 
year (2000-2012), compiled from data in Appendix B. 
Year Number of total 
incidents 
Number of total 
fatalities 
Number of 
mammal incidents 
Number of 
mammal fatalities 
2000 22 1 18 1 
2001 24 5 13 2 
2002 31 2 16 2 
2003 21 6 10 4 
2004 22 5 13 2 
2005 24 0 16 0 
2006 22 5 19 4 
2007 7 3 6 3 
2008 11 2 10 1 
2009 13 1 8 1 
2010 13 3 8 2 
2011 16 2 9 0 
2012 18 1 12 0 
Total 235 36 158 22 
 18/yr. average 2.7/yr. average 12/yr. average 1.7/yr average 
 
Figure 4.1 illustrates the trends that emerge from Table 4.1. As Figure 4.1 
indicates, although there is variation throughout the timeframe studied, there is a 
downward trend in exotic pet incidents, as well as fatalities. This is true for both total 
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incidents and for mammals exclusively, and is more revealing than total numbers or 
averages. The total number of incidents was lowest in 2007, although the total number of 
fatalities was lowest in 2005. Although the number of incidents has slightly risen since 
2007, they are far lower than the number of incidents before 2007, and the number of 
fatalities continues a downward trend. 
 
Figure 4.1: Trendlines for reported exotic pet incidents and fatalities, 2000-2012, 
compiled from data in Appendix B. 
 
When comparing the overall numbers of fatalities and incidents in Figure 4.1 to 
the fatalities as a percentage of the overall number of incidents each year (Figure 4.2), 
something different emerges. Since the number of fatalities remains relatively consistent 
(averaging two per year in mammals and three per year overall) the percentage of the 
total that are fatalities varies wildly, depending upon the total number of incidents each 
year. There really is no overall correlation to the number of fatalities compared to the 
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number of incidents – they do not seem to rise or fall correspondingly.  Figure 4.2 
indicates the inconsistent nature of fatalities compared to incidents.  
 
Figure 4.2: Fatalities as a % of total reported incidents for all exotic pets, and for 
mammals only, 2000-2012, compiled from data in Appendix B 
 
The question of why there is a marked decrease in exotic pet incidents over the 
last six years is debatable. One possibility is that owners are more cognizant of safety 
with the media attention that accidents and escapes receive, and wish to avoid being 
labeled a careless or bad pet owner. Another reason could be that with anti-exotic laws 
becoming more prevalent throughout the nation, there are fewer people with these 
animals, or even that there is more oversight with tighter permitting. Far more research 
would need to be done in this area to attempt to determine the actual causes of decline in 
overall incidents.  
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Exotic Pet Incidents by Type of Animal Involved 
As Table 4.1 illustrates, the total number of exotic pet attacks is relatively small in 
any given year. From the injuries reported in my study, nearly all are to the owners of the 
animals, or to friends or relatives of the owners of the animals, with the exception of 
primates. These incidents are outlined in Appendix E. Out of 74 incidents involving 
monkeys, chimpanzees and lemurs, 57 were attacks upon non-family members. 
Sometimes these were to friends or neighbors of the primate owners, although 41 of these 
occurred to strangers. Generally this was due to the owner having the primate in public 
or, more rarely, an escaped animal. Twenty-five of the incidents involved children.  
One of the two wolf incidents did not involve the owner, but a neighbor, and six 
of the wolf hybrid incidents were not upon owners or their family members, although 
four of the six were attacks upon neighbors. Other non-owner related incidents include: 
three involving mountain lions within the owner’s home – one of which occurred when a 
couple burglarizing a home opened the cage and were subsequently bitten – one 
involving a lynx, one kangaroo, two wallaroos, two bears, two kinkajous, one tiger, one 
tiger cub, one lion cub and one zebra. All of these incidents took place on the property of 
the owner, or on a neighbor’s property. The only other incidents to non-family members 
include a skunk that bit a veterinary technician at the vet’s office, and two “large cats” at 
shopping malls that bit people trying to pet them. 
Although not mammals, there were also six cases of constricting snakes biting 
someone other than their owner, although two were in pet stores – one to a child and one 
by a man attempting to shoplift them (see Appendix E). Unlike primates, nearly all reptile 
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incidents that occurred happened to friends, neighbors or others who were voluntarily in 
contact with the animal. All venomous snake incidents were to owners of the snakes.  
Fatalities are rare in exotic pet incidents, but they certainly do occur. Exotic pet 
mammals are responsible for 66.9% of all incidents, and 57.2% of all incidents that 
resulted in fatalities. Human fatalities over the past 13 years total 36 persons, and of these 
22 were caused by pet mammals. As outlined in Figure 4.3, the largest number of 
fatalities attributed to exotic pets are actually caused by venomous snakes (eight total).  
 
Figure 4.3: Reported fatalities attributed to exotic pets in the United States, January 
2000-December 2012, compiled from data in Appendix B 
 
Five deaths were also caused by constricting snakes. Over the past 13 years, there 
were six deaths caused by wolf hybrids, five by pet deer, four by tigers, three by bears, 
and one each by elk, wildebeest, camel, liger and lion. All fatalities recorded during the 
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time of this research were to the owners, or relatives of the owners, of the exotic pet 
which caused the fatality, regardless of animal type. 
In looking at the total number of incidents, it is easy to do a quick comparison of 
animals that are responsible for human injuries and fatalities (Figure 4.4). Data for Figure 
4.4 was taken from Appendix B. This data shows that primates are responsible for the 
most incidents by far (74 total incidents), as well as for the most incidents to strangers. 
There have, however, been no deaths due to primate attacks. That is not to say there have 
not been significant and even disfiguring injuries, especially in the cases involving 
chimpanzees. There are 31 incidents involving big cats (fifteen tigers, eight mountain 
lions, six lions, one leopard and one liger), six of which resulted in fatalities (four by 
tigers, and one each by a lion and a liger). There are two wolf incidents and fourteen wolf 
hybrid incidents, for a combined total of sixteen, with six of these causing a fatality (all 
of which were caused by wolf hybrids). Hoofstock account for eleven incidents (seven by 
deer, and one each by elk, wildebeest, water buffalo and zebra), of which seven are 
fatalities (five by deer and one each by wildebeest and elk). Bears account for ten 
incidents resulting in two deaths, while camels have caused one fatality out of only two 
reported incidents. No other incidents have resulted in fatalities. These other, non-fatal 
incidents include five by small cats (2 lynx, a bobcat hybrid, a serval and a “large cat”) 
three by kinkajous, two each by kangaroos and wallaroos, and one each by a wallaby, a 
raccoon, a squirrel and a skunk.  
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Figure 4.4: Total incidents (red) compared to fatalities (blue) attributed to exotic pets in 
the United States from 2000-2012, by category of animal, compiled from data in 
Appendix B. 
  
Clearly, fatalities are not the only standard to consider when looking at how 
dangerous an animal may or may not be. Some consideration should also be given to 
severity of incidents that are not fatalities. For example, while primates are responsible 
for the majority of incidents, most (excluding chimpanzees) are scratches or relatively 
minor bites. Several of the tiger incidents that did not result in deaths still caused 
significant injuries that often involved major hospital stays for torn off limbs, or near-
fatal bites to the head and neck (Appendix B). Likewise, while there are relatively few 
chimpanzee incidents (four total), one involving the chimpanzee Travis (detailed in 
Chapter 1), resulted in a woman having her hands, nose and ears bitten off, and she was 
also blinded – along with other less life-threatening and disfiguring injuries.  
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Figure 4.5: Reported incidents, fatalities and non-fatal but serious injuries, by category 
(exotic pet mammals only) in the United States, 2000-2012, compiled from data in 
Appendix B 
 
On the opposite side of the spectrum, while there are only two camel injuries, one 
of them resulted in a death. Even so, there are at least hundreds and potentially thousands 
of camels owned in the USA, and very few injuries or deaths reported. Similarly, looking 
at survey results, raccoons account for a large percentage of the total number of exotic 
pets, but there was only one incident involving a raccoon reported within the thirteen 
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years of this study. This was a very serious attack in which a small child was attacked and 
had to have facial reconstruction (Klimas, 2012). Figures 4.5 and 4.6 show simple charts 
that detail the importance of injuries as a whole when determining the level of danger of 
an animal, rather than just examining fatalities.  
 
Figure 4.6: Exotic pets causing the most reported injuries in the United States, 2000-
2012, compiled from data in Appendix B 
  
Summary analysis indicates that of all mammals, primates are the most likely to 
injure humans, although they are far less likely to cause fatalities or major injuries (with 
the exception of chimpanzees). Although there are more reported tiger incidents, deer are 
involved in the highest number of reported fatal attacks compared to other exotic pet 
mammals. Likely, this is due to the fact that deer seem docile most of the time, 
particularly pet deer, but during rutting season (when most deer attacks have happened) 
males can become aggressive very quickly and unexpectedly (Gee, 2008). All but two of 
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the attacks by deer took place during rutting season (Appendix B), and all of the attacks 
were by male deer. People are generally more wary around animals such as large cats, 
bears and wolves, and may drop their guard more around an animal that seems gentle. 
That said, other than primates, tigers and deer, wolf hybrids are the only other mammal 
involved in a significant number of incidents, with bears, mountain lions and lions being 
far lower on the list of reported animal attacks. No other animals have a statistically 
significant chance of attacking or killing either an owner or a stranger. If we add in non-
mammals to the list, venomous snakes actually top the list for potential fatalities, and 
come in only a little behind primates for injuries. Constricting snakes are more frequently 
the cause of injuries, and are at least roughly equivalent in respect to potential fatalities, 
compared to tigers and deer.  
Exotic Pet Incidents by State 
 Another interesting way to look at potential patterns of exotic pet incidents is 
regionally. One of my original thoughts was to look at exotic pet incidents in the USA, 
identify any regionality to the number or types of incidents, and ascertain any correlations 
between legality of ownership and number of incidents or fatalities. To do this, I first 
analyzed the number and type of exotic pet attacks by state (Appendix C). Some states, 
especially Florida, seem to have very high numbers. In fact, Florida is really in a class to 
itself with 34 total incidents, 19 of which are from mammals. The next highest state is 
Ohio, with 13 of its 16 incidents from mammals.  
Figures 4.7 and 4.8, below, show the total number of exotic pet incidents and the 
total number of exotic pet mammal incidents, respectively. Other than Ohio and Florida, 
no state has had more than ten exotic pet attacks by mammals in the past thirteen years, 
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and only Texas has had ten. The greater number of incidents in Figure 4.5 is attributed 
primarily to venomous and constricting snakes, both of which, as was pointed out in the 
previous section, have a fairly high number of incidents.  In fact, when you look at these 
maps, it should be apparent that the vast majority of states have few, if any, exotic pet 
attacks. There are no reported attacks by exotic pets in Hawaii, Alaska, South Dakota, 
Vermont and New Hampshire (Figure 4.7), and Rhode Island, South Dakota, Nebraska, 
Colorado, Utah and Arkansas show no reported attacks by exotic pet mammals (Figure 
4.8).  
 
Figure 4.7: Map of all reported exotic pet incidents by state, 2000-2012. Data collected 
as part of this study (Appendix C). 
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Figure 4.8: Map of reported exotic pet mammal incidents by state, 2000-2012. Data 
collected as part of this study (Appendix C). 
 
This second set of maps (Figures 4.9 and 4.10, taken from data in Appendix D) 
show the same information, but regarding fatalities only. As is easily noted, only four 
states have three fatalities relating to exotic pet attacks, and only one – Illinois – has three 
involving mammals. The majority of states (26) have no fatalities by any exotic pets, and 
only 18 have fatalities involving mammals.  
These maps, along with Appendices C and D, provide insight that despite 
occasional negative media attention about the potential dangers of owning exotic pets, 
there seems to be neither an epidemic nor a detectable increasing trend of attacks. When 
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comparing the number of incidents in each state and laws relating to exotic pets, there are 
no readily apparent correlations between legality of a given animal (see Table 3.1) and 
the number of attacks or fatalities by that type of animal.  
 
Figure 4.9: Map of all reported fatalities caused by exotic pets, 2000- 2012. Data 
collected as part of this study (Appendix D). 
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Figure 4.10: Map of all reported fatalities caused by exotic pet mammals, 2000- 2012. 
Data collected as part of this study (Appendix D). 
 
 
The common thread seems to simply be population. Those states with higher 
populations tend to have higher incidents. It follows that those states with higher 
incidents also will have more fatalities. That said, higher populations of exotic pets – 
especially the more potentially dangerous ones such as big cats – tend to coincide with 
states that have both higher human populations and less restrictive laws. Restrictive states 
such as California, Hawaii, Maine or Utah have very few incidents, regardless of size, but 
California has far more incidents than the others, as well as having a larger population. 
When looking at the least restrictive states, Ohio, Oklahoma, Montana and Arkansas are 
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all fairly permissive, but only Ohio has a large number of incidents, as well as a far 
higher population than the others. When looking at mammal incidents, large populations 
in Florida (34), Ohio (16), and New York (15) are certainly a major factor in the number 
of incidents. In the ranking created for the restrictiveness of state laws (Table 3.1) Florida 
comes in at nineteenth (moderately-high), Ohio at fiftieth (low), and New York at 
fourteenth (high).   
It is important to reiterate that “high” numbers of incidents is relative. Over the 
course of the thirteen years that this study encompassed, Florida had the most incidents at 
34, with Ohio coming in second with only 16. Only New York (15) and North Carolina 
(12) also had over ten incidents in that thirteen year period. To reiterate Table 4.1, the 
overall average is 18 incidents per year, with 2.7 fatalities on average each year. Over 
thirteen years, there were 235 incidents, and 36 deaths – of which 22 were caused by 
mammals.  
Table 4.2: Comparing the number of incidents and fatalities in states with five or more 
mammal incidents, January 2000-December 2012, to the restrictiveness ranking 
(established 2013, page 71-72) Data collected as part of this study (Appendices C and 
D). 
 
State Number of Mammal 
Incidents 
Number of Mammal 
Fatalities 
Rank 
Florida 19 1 19 
Ohio 13 1 50 
Texas 9 2 29 
New York 8 1 14 
North Carolina 8 1 47 
Missouri 7 0 38 
Kansas 7 1 34 
California 7 0 2 
Illinois 6 3 23 
Minnesota 6 1 35 
Wisconsin 5 0 45 
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I attempted to ascertain any correlations between legality of an animal and the 
number of attacks. I looked at which states had the most incidents (Appendix C) 
compared to these states’ ranking placement in Table 3.1. To clarify the numbers, Table 
4.2 and Figure 4.11 show the states with 5 or more incidents over the course of the study, 
as well as the rank assigned in Table 3.1. As can be easily noted, there is no correlation at 
all with how restrictive a state is and the number of incidents or fatalities a state has.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.11: Comparing the number of reported incidents and fatalities in states with five 
or more mammal incidents, January 2000-December 2012, to the restrictiveness ranking 
(page 71-72). Data collected as part of this study (Appendices C and D). 
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Figure 4.12: Comparing the number of reported incidents and fatalities in states with five 
or more mammal incidents, January 2000-December 2012. Data collected as part of this 
study (Appendices C and D). 
 
There really is little that can be gleaned of a correlation between number of 
overall incidents and the overall restrictiveness of laws. Two are considered high, two 
moderately-high, four moderate, and three low. However, if population is taken into 
consideration, California has the highest estimated population in the United States, with 
38,332,521 people, followed by Texas with 26, 448,193, then New York, Florida, 
Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Georgia, Michigan and North Carolina (US Census Bureau, 
2014). Of the top ten populated states, all with more than 9 million people, all but three 
(Georgia, Michigan and Pennsylvania) are in Table 4.2. Missouri, Wisconsin and 
Minnesota all have slightly over 5 million, although Kansas has only 2.8 million people 
(US Census Bureau, 2014). Except for Kansas, all of the states in Table 4.2 are in the top 
twenty most populated states in the United States. The inevitable conclusion is that there 
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really is no geographic regionality save that those states with higher populations tend to 
have more incidents. It would be beneficial to analyze this further in regard to incidents 
and per capita population statistics by year, although that was not within the scope of this 
research.  
To look at this a different way, I considered one category of animal that is high in 
incidents and fatalities – big cats – in a more in-depth manner to see if the laws pertaining 
to these specific animals might affect the number of incidents found. I chose the big cats 
because they are highly dangerous, being very likely to cause serious injuries or death (a 
sticking point in most exotic pet debates), and because most states have very clear laws 
regarding them.  
A summary of big cat incidents is in Table 4.3. Mountain lions, as part of the 
native cat statistics, are not included in this analysis. Table 4.3 details the state incidents 
occurred within, the animals involved, whether or not the incident was a fatality, and also 
the rank that each state was assigned in Table 3.1. It should be made clear that there have 
been no incidents involving pet big cats since 2009, but since big cats are very well 
regulated this seemed to be a good choice for a case study.  
Note in Table 4.3 that two of the big cat incidents were bites to children holding a 
baby lion or tiger. It should also be pointed out that two of the incidents with tigers and 
one with a lion (starred) reported no injuries to people (Appendix B). The lion incident in 
which human injuries were not reported involved a lion escaping and killing a family dog 
and her puppies, and trapping a young boy in a bathroom. Although these three incidents 
did not result in human injuries, and the two incidents with baby animals were minor, 
they are still included with the analysis.  
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Table 4.3: Big cat incidents, by state, 2000-2012, compiled from data in Appendix D 
*denotes no injuries reported 
State Animal Fatality Rank 
California Tiger* No 2 
New Jersey  Tiger No 6 
New York Tiger No 14 
South Carolina Tiger No 17 
Florida Tiger No 19 
Florida Tiger No 19 
Louisiana Leopard No 21 
Illinois Lion Yes 23 
Illinois Tiger  Yes 23 
Washington Tiger (cub) No 25 
Texas Tiger No 29 
Texas Tiger Yes 29 
Kansas Lion No 34 
Kansas Lion No 34 
Minnesota Tiger* No 35 
Minnesota Tiger No 35 
Minnesota  Tiger Yes 35 
Missouri Lion* No 38 
Wisconsin Lion (cub) No  45 
North Carolina Tiger No 47 
North Carolina Tiger Yes 47 
Oklahoma Liger Yes 49 
Ohio Lion No 50 
 
Consider the dog bite statistics given in the beginning of this chapter (31 people 
killed by dogs each year), or the fact that horses cause approximately 20 deaths each 
year, primarily from kicks or throwing their riders. The United States Department of 
Transportation estimates that there are about 300,000 reported deer/vehicle collisions 
annually, resulting in 26,000 human injuries and an average of 200 deaths (FHWA, 
2008). 
California bans the ownership of all big cats as pets, although permits can be 
attained after a very lengthy application and inspection process. There is no confirmation 
as to whether the California incident was a permitted or illegal tiger. Florida generally 
bans all big cats as pets, although there is the possibility of a permit, especially as a 
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grandfather clause for people who owned big cats before the laws were enacted. Illinois, 
Washington, Missouri, South Carolina, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, and New York 
ban big cat ownership, although the incidents reported were before many of these bans 
were enacted.  Washington, Missouri, Kansas, Minnesota and New York have all enacted 
their newest exotic animal laws within the last five years. Texas and Oklahoma require 
all big cats to be licensed, as does Ohio, although the Ohio law was only enacted in 2012. 
In New Jersey, permits are also required for big cat ownership, but are rarely issued for 
pets. In North Carolina and Wisconsin there are no specific laws pertaining to big cat 
ownership.  
Of the big cat incidents reported, two were from “legal” states (of which there are 
only four), two from states that require a permit, and the rest from states that ban private 
ownership in nearly all cases. To be clear, five of the ten cases that involve states that ban 
big cats happened before such bans went into effect. Because of the low and inconsistent 
nature of incidents, it is unclear whether the ban has influenced this number, or not. It is 
impossible with current data to accurately evaluate the effectiveness of such bans on the 
number of big cat incidents. If we count those states as “legal” at the time of the incident, 
then there are seven from “legal” states, five from “ban” states, and two from “permit” 
states. What it comes down to is that there is some suggestion that legal ownership allows 
for a higher population of owners in general, which then makes it more likely that 
incidents could occur. Although the numbers suggest that legality may weakly correlate 
to attack incidents, the data is not adequate to state this with certainty.  
I decided to do one more iteration of this analysis with primates. Not only do 
primates have a larger number of reported incidents (74 including lemurs and 
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chimpanzees), there are a greater variety of bans, permits and exceptions regarding 
primate ownership amongst the states.  Table 4.4 summarizes all primate incidents by 
state, and Table 4.5 includes the total number of incidents, by state, along with the rank 
assigned each state in Table 3.1.   
  
Figure 4.13: Pet infant baboon (author’s photo, 2002) 
 
As is evident in Table 4.4, if we remove the generic term “monkey” (which could 
denote any species), macaques are by far the species with the most incidents. From my 
survey results there are more individuals of capuchin species reported than macaque 
species, so this may indicate a greater penchant for aggressive behavior in macaques than 
capuchins, although this is, admittedly, conjecture at this point.  
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Table 4.4: Primate incidents, by state and species, from January 2000-December 2012, 
compiled from data in Appendices C and D 
State Chimp Lemur Marmoset Spider Macaque Capuchin Grivet/Vervet Mangabey “Monkey” 
AZ  1   1    1 
CA     1  1   
CT 1         
FL  2 1 1 2 2   2 
IL     2     
IN      1    
IA         2 
KY       1  2 
LA     1     
MD    1 1    1 
MA      1    
MI     1     
MN         1 
MS     2  1   
MO 2    3  1   
MT         1 
NY     1 2   1 
NC   1  1 1    
OH     1  1  3 
OK      1   1 
OR         1 
TN         4 
TX     2   1 2 
VA     1    1 
WA    1      
WV 1        2 
WI  1   1 1    
 
As with the big cats, I have condensed this table to one that lists only the total 
number of incidents per state, and the restrictiveness score ranking of each state. In 
addition, I have color coded the table to show whether each state is ranked as highly 
restrictive (red), moderately-highly restrictive (orange), moderately restrictive (blue) or 
least restrictive (green). Since there are more primate incidents, as well as a greater 
number of states that may allow or only permit the animals rather than ban them, there is 
an additional category in Table 4.5 of whether or not primates are banned, allowed, or 
must have a permit, and whether the ban or permit is for all or only some primates. Since 
during the time period of 2000-2012 there are no fatalities by primates, that category is 
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not included. A bar graph (Figure 4.12) was created to better help visualize the ideas 
presented in the graphs.  
Table 4.5: Primate incidents by state and legality, compiled from data in Appendices A 
and B, and Table 4.5 
State Rank Total 
Incidents 
Legality 
California 2 2 Ban  
Maryland 3 3 Ban 
Massachusetts 12 1 Ban 
Connecticut 13 1 Ban  
New York 14 4 Ban 
Arizona 18 3 Partial Permit 
Florida 19 10 Permit 
Kentucky 20 3 Ban 
Louisiana 21 1 Ban 
Oregon 22 1 Ban 
Illinois 23 2 Ban 
Indiana 24 1 Partial Permit 
Washington 25 1 Ban 
Texas 29 5 Partial Permit 
Iowa 32 2 Ban  
Tennessee 33 4 Partial Ban 
Minnesota 35 1 Ban 
Missouri 38 6 Permit 
Michigan 41 1 Permit 
Virginia 42 2 Allowed 
West Virginia 43 3 Allowed 
Mississippi 44 3 Partial Permit 
Wisconsin 45 3 Allowed 
North Carolina 47 3 Allowed 
Montana 48 1 Allowed 
Oklahoma 49 2 Partial Permit 
Ohio 50 5 Partial Permit 
  
A thought-provoking facet of this examination is to look at the fact that all of the 
states that allow ownership of primates with no restrictions or permits needed fall into the 
“least restrictive” category of legality above, while in the most restrictive category there 
are no represented states that allow primates even with a permit. Of those states that ban 
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all primate ownership (13 of them total) there were a total of 26 incidents in five of these 
states. Of those that require a permit, or a partial permitting system (six represented 
states), there were 36 incidents. Finally, and perhaps the most interesting part of this 
table, is that there were only 12 incidents in those states that allow unregulated primate 
ownership – less than half of those in banned states! Partly, this may be related to 
population sizes, but another facet may be in keeping animals illegally, conditions of 
those animals may not be conducive to a healthy animal both physically and 
psychologically, creating a condition in which those animals kept illegally may be more 
prone to biting. 
Interestingly, while it is not really surprising that there are more incidents in the 
states with fewer (or no) restrictions, it is somewhat surprising the number of incidents in 
the more restrictive states. None of these states allow unregulated ownership of primates, 
and a good number of them ban it completely.  
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Figure 4.12: Reported primate incidents by state and legality in the United States, 2000-
2012, compiled from data in Appendices A and B. In this chart, lower numbers refer to 
more highly restrictive exotic pet ownership laws. 
 
I had expected that legality would have some effect on ownership, and perhaps it 
does, but this cannot be determined by simply looking at the number of reported incidents 
that occur in a given state. Partly, this is because of the low numbers of reported incidents 
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in general, and partly this is due to the number of illegally owned animals that may 
contribute to the statistics, but are not able to be counted. The main factor in whether or 
not there are reported incidents with exotic pets is far more easily related to overall 
population as opposed to legality of a given species, regardless of the species. 
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CHAPTER 5: EXOTIC PET SURVEY 
 
Creating an Exotic Pet Survey 
 Establishing a survey to attempt to get preliminary first-hand data about the types 
of exotic animals kept as pets was important to this study. This type of survey has never 
been attempted in the United States, and there is no official data on exotic animals as pets 
even on a state-by-state basis. Despite this, there are many assumptions that have 
permeated the media and popular thought regarding exotic pets and the issues relating to 
them. Popular examples of these might be the idea of captive animals contributing to an 
overall genetic pool, the idea that there are more tigers in captivity than in the wild, the 
importance of black market trade in exotic pets, people owning exotic animals primarily 
as status symbols, and large numbers of people owning potentially dangerous animals 
such as big cats, bears and wolves. The former three ideas can be looked at objectively 
based upon data from outside sources. The latter two assumptions are dealt with to a 
limited extent in the survey.  
Captive Animals: Genetic Species Diversity and Captive Tigers 
Biodiversity is often the justification of exotic animal owners (as well as of zoos 
and sanctuaries) who point out that as habitats are shrinking due to urbanization, climate 
change, expanding agriculture and deforestation, these animals have nowhere to go, and 
existing wild members are in a precarious position even within in their native habitats. 
Hence, it is essential in some viewpoints to have a captive population to maintain 
biodiversity, and to potentially repopulate the wild areas when they are available.  
The reality is that relatively few zoos have a large diversity of animals. Even the 
largest zoos have perhaps a few hundred species of animals, far from the estimated 7.77 
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million animal species alive today (Mora, 2011). Animals are generally restricted to those 
species that will draw people in to see them, which means mostly mammals. The IUCN 
Redlist (2013) counts the number of known non-marine vertebrates at 31,005, and the 
number of mammal species at only 5,490. There are approximately 6,000 total species of 
animals kept in zoos, and of these, about 1,000 are endangered species (National Zoo, 
2012).  
With some exceptions, it is unlikely that most zoos and private owners intend the 
animals they are breeding and raising to be released into the wild. For animals that are 
not commonly kept in zoos or research facilities, but are somewhat popular pets (such as 
rodent species, fennec foxes, coatimundis, or bobcats, as well as many species of reptiles 
and birds), private owners and their vets are in the forefront of learning about animal 
husbandry, nutrition and breeding. It may not be feasible to study ringtails or ocelots in 
the wild, but in captivity we can learn about their habits and needs, which could benefit 
their wild cousins.  
Tigers, pandas and other such high profile animals are often used to illustrate the 
need for keeping and breeding animals in captivity in order to maintain or increase their 
numbers as a species (Sawyer, et al, 2010). Although ostensibly a noble goal, it can also 
become a political one. While researching this topic, I came across a quote by People for 
the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA): “There are over 20,000 tigers privately owned 
in the USA” (Newkirk, 2009). They did not state it outright, but certainly implied that 
this was in the form of current and “rescued” exotic pets. I was already involved in exotic 
pet research, and I could not credit this number with what my own experience had shown 
me. I asked people I knew who had tigers in sanctuaries or as pets, and they universally 
109 
 
agreed that this number could not be true. I did some more digging and found similar 
quotes. Similar, but not the same. “Zoos, farms, circuses, and private owners hold an 
estimated 15,000 to 20,000 tigers” by the National Geographic Magazine (Brown, 2008); 
“Thanks to mainly private adopters and a few zoo programs, there are an estimated 
20,000 tigers living in captivity around the world” by the In-Site (In-Site, 2010); and “Up 
to 12,000 tigers are being kept as private pets in the USA” by the Association of Zoos 
and Aquariums (AZA) (AZA, 2007).  
So where did this tiger census come from? And why did they all say something 
slightly different? In 2010, I asked several organizations how they came to their tiger 
estimates via email. Both PETA and National Geographic returned my inquiries and 
referenced the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), a well-known animal-rights 
organization that opposes exotic pet ownership (HSUS, 2010). The HSUS told me they 
got some of their information from the USDA, and that it was also “common 
knowledge”. The USDA said that they did not come up with this number, and got what 
information they had on national captive tiger populations from the HSUS. The AZA 
never returned my email, nor did the In-Site.  
To me, it was apparent that there was never a study undertaken to find this 
number of tigers, and no one really knew where this estimation of 20,000 tigers 
originated. It seems reasonable to conclude that it was something someone (most likely 
from the HSUS, since many fingers point that direction) said in an interview as an 
estimation. Since it sounded official and amazing and newsworthy, it was likely repeated 
and misquoted in many venues.  
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I have no way to know how many tigers there really are in the USA, or the world 
– and the truth seems to be that no one does at this point in time. In order to accurately 
make these types of statements with anything resembling accuracy, it is obvious that 
suitable research methodologies need to be developed. There are no watch-dog agencies 
that keep track of exotic pets in the USA. A dog license is required in most states, but in 
many you do not have to license a chimpanzee or a wallaby or a raccoon. In some, you 
don’t have to license a tiger, a water buffalo or a grizzly bear! There are no federal 
regulations for or against owning exotic pets, with the exception of banning endangered 
species as pets. There are no overarching agencies that keep track of such things on a 
federal level, and due to the lack of consistent laws, many states have no idea what types 
of animals are within their borders, either. Finally, considering the number of people who 
may keep animals illegally, you realize standard research methods cannot produce an 
accurate count of even one type of animal – such as tigers – nonetheless all exotic pets in 
the country.  
The Feline Conservation Federation (FCF) performed a limited study of a similar 
claim about tigers in Texas, in 2011. They investigated claims of several self-proclaimed 
“animal rights” organizations that champion the welfare of animals which claimed 
anywhere from 2,000-5,000 tigers in captivity in Texas alone (FCF, 2011). The FCF 
conducted a systematic cataloguing of all tigers in Texas by contacting all zoos, USDA 
licensed facilities and county offices to determine the number of tigers actually present. 
Since Texas requires all tiger owners to register and license their animals with their 
county, this was possible for this one animal. Their findings indicate that there are a total 
of 312 tigers known to live in Texas; 107 in sanctuaries, 36 in zoos, and 169 owned by a 
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combination of USDA licensed exhibitors and private owners (FCF, 2011). That is only 
6% of the estimate of 5,000, and about half of those were listed as living in zoos and 
sanctuaries. If we make an assumption that the national estimate by PETA of 20,000 is 
inflated in a similar manner, we can loosely say that this number is substantially less. 
Knowing that tigers are legal to own in Texas, but illegal to own in many other states, 
this suggests that the lowest estimate of 12,000 pet tigers might be closer to 360 total 
animals held by private owners (this excludes zoos, circuses and sanctuaries, but may 
include USDA licensed breeders or exhibitors as well as individuals).   
The Black Market Misconception  
Many numbers are bandied about in relation to the “black market” exotic pet 
trade, but relatively few mammals seem to be smuggled in to the USA as pets illegally 
(TRAFFIC, 2013). The primary organization credited with monitoring illegal wildlife 
trade globally is TRAFFIC, a division of the World Wildlife Fund. However, even 
TRAFFIC is hesitant to put numbers on the value or types of animals imported illegally 
to the USA for any reason, nonetheless specifically for pets. They estimate the global 
trade in wildlife amounts to between seven and ten billion dollars a year, but this includes 
products such as meat, skins, bones, and other parts of animals, in addition to live 
animals (TRAFFIC, 2013). They, along with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, do 
acknowledge that the exotic pet trade is far less than the trade in animal parts and 
products, and that the vast majority of live animals traded (or at least seized) are birds 
and reptiles (TRAFFIC, 2013); (USFWS, 2013). Aside from unsubstantiated guesses 
from various private organizations, there is no estimate or accounting that I could find 
that represented the actual or potential number of mammals traded in the USA for pets.  
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  As for the legal taking of animals from the wild, this presents greater difficulty 
than you might imagine for a potential pet owner. There are some animals that are not 
allowed to be imported to the USA as pets, such as civets, African rodents, monkeys and 
certain birds and reptiles (CDC, 2013). The primary reason for this has to do with 
preventing zoonotic diseases from spreading in the USA (discussed elsewhere in this 
dissertation). A few others also may not be imported by Fish and Wildlife regulations due 
to being declared “injurious” species, or animals that could cause harm to local habitats 
and native wildlife. This list includes Asian raccoon dogs, flying foxes, European rabbits, 
dholes, brushtail possums, mongooses, and multimammate mice and rats (USFWS, 
2006). Although these animals may be imported for other reasons – such as for zoos, 
research or education – they cannot be brought in as pets. All other animals being 
imported must have permits, whether or not they are to be pets. Depending upon the 
animal, there may be importation fees, quarantines and other requirements, in addition to 
whatever the cost was to acquire and transport the animal. Based upon this information, it 
seems that most exotic pet mammals are likely captive-bred in the USA, although there 
are some which are likely brought in illegally. At this time, there is no information about 
the numbers or types of exotic pet mammals that may be illegally imported into the USA 
(TRAFFIC, 2013).  
Establishing the Survey 
The survey I created with IRB approval was uploaded to Google Docs in October 
2010, and was available for respondents to take until the end of August, 2012. The survey 
questions are located in their entirety in Appendix H. The final tally of respondents for 
the survey was 133 individuals, although there were 144 total individuals that responded. 
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One issue with the survey was that because anyone with the web address could respond 
to the survey, there were some people that lived outside of the USA who responded, as 
well as a few that did not own exotic pets, or only owned reptiles or birds. These 
individuals were excluded from the reported results. While interesting in their own right, 
they were not pertinent to this particular study. It would, indeed, be interesting to 
undertake such a study that included reptile owners especially, but this is a very 
ambitious idea, and would be, perhaps, something for a later study.  
One of the expectations of this survey was that legality of exotic animal 
ownership would play an important role in the number and types of animals owned in 
each state. The specific species of animal would, of course, be a factor as well. A tiger, 
for example, will have far more safety concerns than a sugar glider, or even a smaller cat 
such as a serval. An inverse relationship between the potential danger of a given animal 
and the frequency with which it is owned was assumed before the survey results were 
tallied, so, for instance, there should be fewer tigers than servals, and fewer servals than 
sugar gliders. Health care of the pet animal may also be a factor with regard to how 
difficult a given animal may be to feed and care for. Initial cost of the animal in addition 
to the cost of housing and upkeep could also have a role in the numbers and types of 
animals owned.  
 
Survey Results 
Types of Animals Owned 
Amongst the 133 qualified respondents, there were a total of 88 species 
represented, and 589 individual pets (Appendix I). Relatively few people owned animals 
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such as hoofstock, with the exception of pot-bellied pigs. Most of these animals were 
owned by only a handful of respondents, who owned many types of hoofstock. For 
instance, all of the goats were owned by a single respondent, as were all of the reindeer. 
The only exception is with pot-bellied pigs, where most owners only had one. In several 
examples of other animal species, individual respondents had all or most of a represented 
species. For example, all of the Bengal tigers were owned by a single owner, as were all 
of the rhesus macaques. All of the black bears, except one, were owned by a single 
owner, and all of the leopards were owned by a single owner (who also owned a Siberian 
tiger and two mountain lions).  
Some animals have elevated numbers as well, due to single individuals breeding 
the animals for sale, as well as keeping them as pets. Examples of this behavior include 
owners that had 9 prairie dogs, or 12 Gambian pouched rats, or 24 sugar gliders. A large 
number of respondents owned raccoons (92 total animals owned by 31 respondents), and 
more than half of those owners had two or more individual animals – some with as many 
as 12 and 13 individual animals.  
The number of raccoons was unanticipated. Judging by survey responses and 
various websites dedicated to raccoons, many raccoon owners get their animals as 
orphans and raise them, rather than buying them from a breeder. Still, it seems a very 
large number, even considering that many respondents had two or more raccoons. One of 
the ways that this survey was disseminated was by word of mouth, and I suspect that a 
person who participated in the survey passed the information on to a larger list-serve or 
email list dedicated to raccoon owners, which prompted a greater number of respondents 
with raccoons as opposed to other animals within this small pool of responses. There is 
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no way to verify this supposition, however, and it may just be that these are the most 
popular exotic animal in the USA. At this time, there is no way to confirm either 
possibility.  
 
Figure 5.1: Child with baby raccoon (author’s photo, 2011) 
 
Overall, the animals owned most often include raccoons (92), sugar gliders (47), 
wolf hybrids (33), prairie dogs (23), degus (23), blackcap capuchin monkeys (23), white-
faced capuchins (22), and skunks (22). This very much coincides with anecdotal evidence 
from exotic pet owners that some of the most popular exotic pet mammals include sugar 
gliders, degus and prairie dogs (small, easy to case, easy to feed, inexpensive); wolf 
hybrids (few regulations, wild looking but often with more tame natures); capuchin 
monkeys (small size, but with human-like qualities); and skunks and raccoons (both of 
which are easy and inexpensive to obtain in many states, and do not require a lot of room 
or special foods).  
A few animals that are often considered to be popular exotic pets did not have as 
large a representation as expected. These were coatimundis (16), fennec foxes (14), 
116 
 
servals (10) and kinkajous (10). These four are often pointed to as introductory exotic 
pets, along with those in the previous paragraph. In addition, there were almost no hybrid 
cats (Savannah and Bengal cats) – only three – and these were listed in conjunction with 
other animals in all three cases. I must assume that owners of hybrid cats simply didn’t 
respond, as there is ample evidence of these cats across the United States, where they are 
legal in all but a handful of states. The International Cat Association (TICA) considers 
both types of hybrid cats to be domestic breeds, with over 60,000 Bengals registered in 
the USA alone, and somewhat fewer than that for Savannahs. It is possible that since 
most cat fancier organizations consider them as domestic cats, owners also do not feel 
these are exotic pets. Bengals (originally hybrids of domestic cats and Asian Leopard 
cats) and Savannahs (originally hybrids of domestic cats and servals) are now primarily 
bred only to other Bengals or Savannahs, rather than being true hybrids, so perhaps this is 
the case in the lack of responses. 
The number of primates was also a surprise. Although I had expected there to be 
more primates than the larger carnivores, I hadn’t expected there to be 86! Of those, a 
greater number were capuchins than I anticipated – 49 of the 86 primates were capuchins. 
I had been told anecdotally by primate owners that capuchins in general are the most 
popularly kept primates in the USA, but I had not expected them to constitute more than 
half of all primates from the survey. As to the actual species, blackcap capuchins and 
white-faced capuchins are most often sold as pets, so the lion’s share being from these 
two species makes sense. There were few owners of prosimians such as marmosets, 
tamarins, lemurs and bush babies, and I had anticipated a slighter larger number of these.  
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There were some animals that I had not foreseen documenting as pets, that were 
represented in the survey. These included hyenas, Mexican wolves, and cheetahs. The 
latter two are endangered species, and it is not easy to possess them without detailed 
federal permits (USDA, 2004). Hyenas were not expected simply because they are large 
carnivores native to Africa, and unlike the African species of leopards and lions, they 
have less “curb appeal” than cats. They are simply less often kept – even by zoos.  
Respondent Gender 
Some very interesting inferences can be seen by looking at types of animals 
owned and the gender of owners (Appendix F, and Table 5.1). Of the 133 respondents, 
106 were women and 27 were men. This, in itself, was not surprising to me. There seem 
to be an abundance of female owners compared to male owners by simply perusing 
online forums and chat rooms relating to exotic pets, at least for the mammals. This is, 
however, anecdotal, and results may have had other factors as well, such as the time 
available to do surveys, desire to speak about personal issues, or familiarity with the 
Internet. I had hypothesized that women would be more likely to own primates and 
smaller animals due to the desire to nurture and raise animals, and that men would be 
more drawn toward the larger, more dangerous, and consequently more challenging, 
animals such as the large carnivores.   
While primates are not owned exclusively by female respondents, the majority of 
primate owners are, indeed, female. Out of 27 male respondents, only five own primates, 
while 24 female respondents own primates. Of the male respondents, one (p131) also had 
a camel, eight tigers and a mountain lion in addition to his two spider monkeys. All of 
these were, he considered, rescues. This respondent is one of a few anomalies in that he 
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has several different types of exotics. By far, most people responding to this survey have 
only one species, or at least one general type, of animal. Some may have multiple species 
of rodents or several types of primates, for instance, but they tend to, then, just have those 
rodents or primates. Some might have several different types, but all of a similar size – 
for instance, respondent p126 had an opossum, genet, raccoon, kinkajou, hedgehog, two 
skunks and four degus. While she had multiple species, all were small and somewhat 
easily housed and handled.  
Table 5.1: Types of pets owned by male and female respondents, compiled from survey 
data in Appendix F 
Animal Type Male 
Owners 
Percentage 
of Male 
Respondents 
Female 
Owners 
Percentage 
of Female 
Respondents 
Big Cats 3 11 4 3 
Small Cats 4 14 7 6 
Bears 3 11 0 0 
Wolves / Hybrids 3 11 16 15 
Foxes 2 7 9 8 
Other Large Carnivores 0 0 1 .9 
Primates 5 19 24 23 
Skunks 2 7 11 10 
Raccoons 5 19 26 25 
Sugar Gliders 2 7 8 7 
Rodents 3 11 24 23 
Other Small Animals 6 22 26 25 
Hoofstock 3 11 11 10 
 
Very few people had a large range of species. Like respondent p131, two others 
stood out as oddities. Respondent p46 listed four Barbados sheep, a white-tail deer, a 
Siberian tiger, a mountain lion, a capuchin, five leopards and a fox squirrel among her 15 
animals. Perhaps the most varied ownership was from a female respondent (p106) who 
listed a zebra, ring-tailed lemur, common marmoset, cotton-top tamarin, cusimanse, 
coatimundi, kinkajou, genet, ground squirrel, nine prairie dogs, two short-tailed possums, 
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four hedgehogs, and two hybrid cats – a Bengal and a Savannah. While there were other 
owners with exceptions to the standard of having similar animals, none are as varied as 
these three.  
In looking at simple percentages (Table 5.1), men were, in fact, more likely to 
own the animals that are perceived as more dangerous – cats and bears. 11% of male 
respondents own large cats, 14% own smaller cats (primarily bobcats and lynx), and 11% 
own bears. Compare that to 3% of women owning big cats, 6% owning small cats 
(primarily servals), and none owning bears. However, this “large carnivore” 
generalization does not hold true with wolves and wolf hybrids. In fact, only 11% of male 
respondents own these animals as opposed to 15% of females, which is not very 
dissimilar. The vast majority of these animals are wolf hybrids, so it is entirely possible 
that since these animals are easier to obtain and legal throughout many states as pets, 
there is less danger perceived in ownership. The only other anomaly to the large 
carnivore generalization is respondent p125, who, although a female, is the only 
respondent to own any “other” large carnivore – in this case, a hyena.  
By far, when it comes to smaller animals, female respondents tend to dominate 
over males. The most glaring of these categories is in 23% of the women owning rodents 
compared to only 11% of the men. While women have higher percentages than men in all 
of the small animal categories except sugar gliders (where both males and females 
represent 7% of respondents within their gender), men are slightly higher than women in 
hoofstock. It may not seem an obvious difference – men with 11% and women with 10% 
- but when you take into consideration that many of the female respondents in this 
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category actually own pot-bellied pigs as their hoofstock, and no men own pot-bellied 
pigs at all, it actually does show a disjuncture.  
When considering primates, the numbers were far closer than I had anticipated, 
with 23% of the women owning them, compared to 19% of the men. I had estimated the 
number of female respondents would be double of that for males. Anecdotally and 
psychologically, it would seem that more women own primates because of the intense 
time and care it takes to raise and keep them, and the implicit nurturing and long-term 
attention that would go into such an animal. This appears not to be the case. Interestingly, 
other than respondent p131 (above), none of the males who responded to the survey as 
owning primates had any exotic pet other than those primates, whereas out of 24 females 
that own primates, nine of them have other exotic animal types as well.  
Women seem more likely to own small animals such as rodents and hedgehogs, 
although ownership of sugar gliders appears to be approximately equal. I tallied sugar 
gliders separately here, since there were such a large number of these animals. Seven 
percent of both men (2) and women (8) own sugar gliders. Out of the male respondents, 
only three had rodents or hedgehogs, and all of these had only the one animal.  
 
Figure 5.2: Pet sugar gliders (photo courtesy M. Bedrosian, 2010) 
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In fact, of all men that responded, ten of them only had a single animal (37%), 
and another four had multiple animals of only one species, totaling 52% of men that had 
only one species of animal. 32 women had only a single animal as a pet, and this amounts 
to 30% of the total number of women that responded. Another 32 women had only one 
species, but two or more individuals of that species. This comes to 60% of total female 
respondents with only one species of animal. Essentially, this works out to just over 58% 
of total respondents having only one species of animal – and the majority of those are 
only a single animal. This seems to indicate that, much like most domestic pet owners, 
the majority of exotic pet owners seem to prefer a single animal, or a single type of 
animal, and do not become overwhelmed with large numbers of animals from many 
different species.  
Respondent State 
All animals claimed in the survey were tallied by number in each species 
(Appendix I), as well as number in each state (Appendix J). 16 states did not have any 
representation in the survey. The map is shaded with those states having no pets 
represented in this survey as white, and grading darker with more animals. In addition, 
for those states with any number of respondents, the actual number of respondents (not 
animals) is shown within the state.  
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Figure 5.3: Number of exotic pets and respondents by state, compiled from survey data in 
Appendix F.  
 
Of note is that respondents in Texas have 111 animals, and in Florida respondents 
have 90. While both of these states were anticipated to have a larger number of animals 
than most states due to their permitting systems and high populations, both contain far 
more than the next highest state, with 57 animals in Illinois. This is potentially due to a 
greater number of respondents from Texas and Florida participating in the survey than 
any other state (20 and 17, respectively). Indiana had ten respondents, Illinois and 
Michigan both had eight respondents, Ohio had six, and Tennessee and South Carolina 
each had five. All of the other states had three or fewer total respondents.    
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One of the primary interests I had in beginning this research was to attempt 
correlations between number of exotic pets owned and the legality of exotic pet 
ownership. Using SPSS statistics package, I performed a Pearson correlation and a 
multiple regression analysis between the state ranking for restrictiveness regarding exotic 
pet laws (Table 3.1) and the total number of exotic animals claimed within the survey, per 
state (Appendix J). There appears to be no clear, supported relationship between the 
restrictiveness of a state indicated by its ranking and the number of exotics in each state 
(Figure 5.4).  
 
 
Figure 5.4: Correlation between state legality (rank) and number of exotics pets owned, 
compiled from data in Appendices A and F 
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Respondent Education Levels and Occupations  
One of the questions asked on the survey was the level of education of the 
respondents. This was asked because there seem often to be stereotypes of exotic pet 
owners as impulsive, uneducated people keeping a lion in their shed, or not researching 
proper feeding and ending up with abused or neglected animals.    
Out of 133 respondents, only two did not finish high school and only twelve had 
no more than a high school diploma or GED. The vast majority had some sort of college, 
and although 47 respondents didn’t finish college, 20 have associate degrees, and 31 have 
Bachelor’s degrees. In even higher levels of education, 15 have master’s degrees and six 
have a PhD. While not surprised that most respondents had at least some college, I was 
surprised at the number that had Master’s and PhD degrees, considering the sample size.  
Education levels do not necessarily correlate directly with the ability to research 
and care for an animal, but a general statement can be made that people with higher 
education tend to have more options in regard to job types and salaries, and a greater 
likelihood of affording appropriate care for these more challenging and often more 
expensive animals.  
In addition to education levels, I was interested to see what occupations these 
exotic pet owners might have, to see if there are trends in the types of jobs that might 
interest owners of more unique animals. Not surprisingly, 27% of respondents work with 
animals in their jobs as veterinarians, veterinary technicians, zoo or kennel workers, 
wildlife rehabbers and animal entertainers. Twenty-seven out of the 133 respondents 
listed their occupations as either animal educators or exhibitors of some sort, and another 
nine listed themselves as working with animals.  
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Larger numbers worked in the healthcare, education, computer IT, and service 
industries as well. I was, in fact, surprised at how many respondents were either nurses or 
general healthcare workers (see Table 5.2).  Other somewhat unexpected occupations 
included a bookbinder, a lawyer, a police officer, a firefighter, a jeweler, a nuclear 
specialist and an NFL football player. Of note in Table 5.2, the number of respondents per 
occupation adds up to more than the overall number of respondents, as some individuals 
listed more than one occupation.  
Table 5.2: Occupations of Survey Respondents, compiled from data in Appendix F 
Number of 
Respondents 
 
Occupation 
27 animal related business owner 
20 no occupation (homemaker, retired, unemployed, disabled) 
12 healthcare 
10 education 
10 service (real estate, travel, grocery, retail, sales, antique dealer) 
10 computer-related (web designer, developer, analyst, IT, tech support, 
help-desk) 
9 veterinarian, zoo worker, kennel worker, wildlife rehabber 
9 office (call center, general, secretarial, managerial) 
7 labor (mechanic, factory worker, warehouse worker, dockworker, 
plumber, carpenter, lawn care, maintenance, custodian)  
6 accounting, finance 
5 law 
4 student 
4 public service (police, firefighter, social work) 
3 writer, editor, bookbinder 
3 other (general self-employed) 
2 food service (cook, baker, waiter, bartender) 
2 artisan (jeweler, furniture maker) 
2 driver  
2 science, research 
1 military, government 
1 architect, engineer 
1 artist, entertainer, musician, sports 
1 farmer, rancher 
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Some occupations did not have many occurrences, as expected. Among these are 
students (who likely cannot afford the cost of upkeep), military members and 
truckers/drivers (both of whom could be subject to a lot of traveling and/or relocating), 
and public service workers (police, firefighters, social workers – all of whom might have 
high-stress jobs involving public safety, which do not pay a lot, along with long or 
varying hours). A few interesting results include the lack of farmers, entertainers and food 
service workers, as these people may also have a larger exposure to animals in their 
occupations, although it may be that they have less time to sit at a computer to take a 
survey online.  
At this time, the role of education and occupation of exotic pets is simply an 
interesting note, and more research into this area could be done at a later time. For 
example, correlating types of animals owned to specific occupations to see if there are 
trends in the types of people that want to own specific types of animals.  
Initial Exotic Pets of Respondents 
Looking at the types of animals most people started out with is, in many cases, far 
different than the animals they currently have. Table 5.3 summarizes the types of animals 
listed by respondents as their “starter” exotic pet. As expected, the vast majority 
responded with smaller animals, including many of the typical starter exotic animals: 
wolf hybrids, fennec foxes, servals, raccoons, skunks, coatimundis, sugar gliders, 
hedgehogs and small primates. Even so, other than raccoons and wolf hybrids, there were 
not large numbers of any one “starter” pet. There were a few less common animals as 
first exotic pets, namely two black bears, a chimpanzee, a baboon and a tamandua 
anteater. I would be interested to study this further, and compare the types of animals that 
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respondents started out with, with the current pets owned to see if there is a consistency 
in animal species, or perhaps a progression of larger or more difficult animal species. 
Table 5.3: First exotic pet claimed by survey respondents, compiled from data in 
Appendix F 
Animals Number of 
respondents 
Raccoon 20 
Wolf Hybrid 10 
Capuchin  8 
Snake 7 
Monkey (unspecified) 6 
Ferret 6 
Domestic Rodents (rabbit, rat, 
chinchilla, gerbil, guinea pig) 
6 
Lizard 5 
Bird 5 
Sugar Glider 5 
Hedgehog 5 
Serval  5 
Fennec Fox 4 
Deer 4 
Skunk 3 
Squirrel Monkey 3 
Macaque 3 
Red Fox 2 
Black Bear 2 
Coatimundi 2 
Mountain Lion 1 
Lynx 1 
Bobcat 1 
Wolf 1 
Kinkajou 1 
Tamandua Anteater 1 
Armadillo 1 
Chipmunk 1 
Flying Squirrel 1 
Short-tailed Possum 1 
Baboon 1 
Spider Monkey 1 
Vervet Monkey 1 
Lemur 1 
Tamarin 1 
Chimpanzee 1 
Fish 1 
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In addition to the actual types of animals each respondent owned first, I asked the 
reason for getting that animal (Appendix G, Question 1). Many respondents gave 
multiple answers, but by far the most common answer given (25.5%) was having an 
affinity for that specific species (34 respondents). Answers included being fascinated by a 
particular animal, and having always loved or always wanted one. Another eighteen 
respondents cited an affinity or general interest in all animals (13.5%).  
33% of respondents (44 total) acquired their first exotic pet either as a rescue from 
a previous owner, or as a wild rescue because the animal was orphaned or injured. 
Relatively few respondents cited the more capricious reasons for owning an exotic 
animal. Only 18.8% of all respondents thirteen could be classified as a more selfish 
reason for getting their first exotic, with thirteen claiming it as an impulse buy, and 
another twelve saying they simply fell in love with the animal, or thought it was cute or 
cool. Only 7.7% (10 respondents) simply wanted something wild or unique rather than a 
traditional pet. I have summarized the overall reasons for ownership in Table 5.4.  
Table 5.4: Reasons for acquiring initial exotic pet, compiled from data in Appendix F 
Reason Given for Acquiring Initial Exotic Pet Number of 
Respondents 
Affinity for that specific species 34 
Injured or orphaned wild animal 24 
Rescue from a previous owner 20 
General interest in all animals 18 
Worked with them prior to getting one 14 
Impulse buy 13 
Cute / cool / fell in love 12 
Enjoy the challenge 10 
Wanted something special, wild or unique 10 
Gift from someone else / bought for a child 10 
No reason given 7 
Alternative to a similar looking species 6 
Part of a business / education program / service or therapy animal 6 
Easy, low maintenance 6 
Replace a child / companionship 5 
Allergic to normal pets 3 
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Likelihood of Respondents Owning Exotic Pets in the Future 
Overwhelmingly, respondents indicated they would likely own another exotic 
sometime in the future. Sometimes with caveats of only the same species currently 
owned, or only once their current animal or animals were dead, but nonetheless, out of 
133 respondents only thirteen indicated they would never own another exotic, while 78 
answered that they certainly would (see Appendix G, Question 2). 
Respondent Reactions to Current Pet(s) Becoming Illegal 
This particular question, I felt, was quite interesting. The chance of their particular 
pet or pets becoming illegal is a very real possibility for most of the respondents, a fact 
that only a few do not acknowledge. In addition, it is something that a good number of 
them have seriously thought about. Although five did not answer the question, and eleven 
answered that they didn’t know what they would do, the majority had an answer, and 
many were quite open about how strong their feelings were on the subject.  
Overwhelmingly, participants indicated that they would be willing to move to a 
place where their pets are legal rather than lose them (Appendix G, Question 3). For 
some, this was a second or third preferred option, but for many it was the first and only 
thing that came to mind. In all, 70 of the respondents (52.6%) would move to keep their 
animals. Not far behind that category is 41.4% of individuals that indicated they would 
hide the animal in their homes and lie about having it (55 respondents). In fact, three 
respondents (2.2%) indicated that the animal or animals they have are already illegal, and 
that this is what they do at this time.  
16.5% of respondents said they would try to fight the ban in court (22 
respondents), but a large number of those also said they would either hide their pet or 
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move if that did not work. Those who say that they don’t know, or that they would simply 
“hope” for a grandfather clause in which owners can keep their current animals (15 
respondents, or 11%), do not seem to have given much thought to the potential of losing 
their animals. Many states do enact grandfather clauses in order not to penalize otherwise 
law-abiding citizens. Illinois’ laws, for instance, allow keepers of primates that were 
owned before January 1, 2011 to keep that animal for its lifetime, but they may not get 
new primates (IRS, 2011). There is, however, no guarantee that a state or locality will 
include a grandfather clause in their legislation.  
There is also the possibility that, while a grandfather clause is enacted, it is so 
difficult to register the animal due to confusing paperwork, requirements or fees that it 
becomes impractical for a private owner to keep the animal legally. Iowa’s most recent 
laws are a good example of this situation. In order for an exotic pet owner to keep an 
animal owned before 2007 (such animals are termed “dangerous wild animals”), the 
owner must maintain a $100,000 insurance policy per animal, microchip each animal, 
register each animal with the state, and annually pay between $10-$500 per animal, 
depending upon the species of the animal. Wild boar are $10, most venomous snakes are 
$50, primates range from $50 for new world monkeys to $150 for old world monkeys, 
and $300 for apes. Wild cats range from $100-$300, depending on the species. Bear are 
$300, and rhinoceroses and elephants are $500 (IAC, 2007). In Ohio, previous owners of 
“dangerous animals” (big cats, wolves, African wild dogs, clouded leopards, lynx, 
caracals, servals, bears, elephants, rhinoceroses, hippos, Cape buffalo, and all primates 
except for lemurs) also must register the animals, but they must have a $200,000-
$1,000,000 insurance policy per animal (ORC, 2013)! 
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A very small number of owners seem willing to just give in to the laws. Five 
respondents expressed a desire to give the animal to a person or sanctuary licensed to 
keep them if they became illegal, and a single individual (p84) claimed that she would 
have her animals put to sleep before she would allow them to be confiscated or put into a 
zoo or sanctuary. 
Respondent Opinions about Regulations Regarding Exotic Pets 
The final two questions in the survey focused on regulations relating to exotic pet 
ownership. The first question asked whether respondents would favor tighter regulations 
on exotic animals as pets – in the form of licensing, inspections, registration, etc – if it 
meant that there was at least some avenue open to owning all non-endangered animals. 
This would be an example of a legal system such as Florida (FAC, 2009) or North Dakota 
(NDCC1, 2011). Overwhelmingly, participants indicated that they would welcome more 
regulations, as long as they were fair, and did not outright ban any (or at least not most) 
animals. The reasons given to support this type of legislation generally involved the 
welfare of the animals. Thirty respondents indicated that such laws would likely ensure 
better animal welfare, and another 33 respondents looked at such laws as a way to 
prevent impulse buying of exotics by people who are not truly prepared to own one. 
Another 18 respondents said they might support such laws, but it would depend upon the 
specifics, and how fair, encompassing and realistic they were. 
An issue that most exotic pet owners seem to acknowledge is that many people 
who get exotic pets do not properly care for them, and many of the respondents indicated 
this in their answers. Some of the comments that reinforce this idea include “I am in 
favor of any actions that will make being a RESPONSIBLE pet owner more likely… I've 
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already mentioned concerns about irresponsible capture of wild animals for the pet trade, 
leading to death of many endangered species individuals, whether at capture or in transit-
-or by ignorant owners however well-meaning.” (Exotic Pet Survey comments, 
respondent p19, 2010); “I have seen abuses in the past and these exotic animals are often 
mistreated or discarded due to lack of education relating to how to properly care for the 
pet and ignorance on natural species behavior.” (Exotic Pet Survey comments, respondent 
p111, 2010); and “I think people who want to own exotic pets need to do their research. I 
researched gliders for 10 months before I bought them. It scares me how some get exotic 
pets because they think it's "cool" and then the animal ends up neglected and ultimately 
turns dangerous out of hunger, boredom, anger etc.” (Exotic Pet Survey comments, 
respondent p123, 2010). 
Several of the respondents feel like some exotic pet owners do not give their 
exotic pets the appropriate nutrition, medical care, housing or activity that the species 
may require. This seems most often to be due to a lack of knowledge, and a flawed 
assumption that all animals have similar requirements. While you can feed a housecat a 
dry kibble diet, it is very difficult – if not impossible – to keep a bobcat or a tiger healthy 
on a similar diet. Sometimes, pet stores or breeders are at fault for not informing (or for 
misinforming) owners of the particular requirements for exotic pets, but often it seems to 
be the owner’s failure to seek out or heed the information leads to improper care. As one 
exotic animal owner stated, “You can get any information about the care of any type of 
animal on the internet. There is no excuse for giving an exotic a bad diet or poor housing” 
(Exotic Pet Survey comments, respondent p84, 2010).  
133 
 
Although there are certainly cases of people not taking care of the basic needs of 
their pets, many exotic owners surveyed do seem to educate themselves about what those 
needs are, and attempt to provide for them. Partly this is because they care for their 
animals and want them to be healthy and happy, but also because it is quite an 
investment. An exotic pet – even a small one – will generally cost more than a typical 
domestic pet. After investing in buying the animal and setting up appropriate housing, it 
is in the best interest of the owner to keep the animal healthy, or they have wasted money 
and effort.  
Only 29 respondents (21.8%) thought that additional laws or safeguards would 
not be a good idea. Most of these stated that things are “fine” how they are, or that laws 
are already too restrictive. In an effort to see if there were correlations between how 
restrictive a state already is and the attitude of wanting fewer regulations, I constructed a 
simple scatter plot of the restrictiveness scores and the number of respondents who 
indicated there should be fewer restrictions on owners (Figure 5.5). These owners seem to 
be across the entire range, although there are fewer in the most restrictive states. Five 
(3.7%) said that they felt that there are already too many exotic pets, and making more of 
them legal, even if there were a permitting and inspection process, would only make this 
worse. These constituted two respondents from Texas and one each from Arizona, Florida 
and Minnesota. These four states all are representative of the middle ranges rather than 
the most or least restrictive states.  
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Figure 5.5: Number of respondents that favor fewer or no exotic pet regulations, by state 
and restrictiveness ranking. The red (squares) indicate the number of respondents in each 
state who favored fewer or no regulations. The blue (diamonds) indicate the 
restrictiveness ranking of each of these states. There appears to be no correlation 
between how restrictive a state currently is and the desire for fewer or no exotic pet 
ownership laws. Data compiled from Appendix G and Table 3.1. 
 
The final open-ended question asked, in a similar vein, whether they would prefer 
to have a single, comprehensive system of federal laws that applied to all exotic pets, or 
to keep it as it is with each state deciding these laws individually. This question seemed 
more thought provoking, despite the similarity. 53 respondents said they would prefer a 
single set of laws, primarily because it would be much easier to determine what was 
legal, what was not, and what any requirements for ownership might entail. Currently, 
state laws are so varied, as shown in Appendix A, that it is difficult to understand animal 
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legality if you are moving to another state, are contemplating buying an exotic pet from 
out of state, or are selling an animal to someone in another state. Another 15 agreed that a 
federal system would be better, but only if the laws were applied equally to all people in 
all states, and relating to all animals.  
Most of the respondents who did not approve of a federal system did so because 
they live in a currently permissive state and were afraid of their rights being restricted, or 
pointed out that a nationwide federal system would never work because the states would 
never agree to a single set of standards. There were also some who believed that there 
either should be fewer or no restrictions on owning animals, or simply objected to too 
much government intrusion into what they consider their “personal property”.  
Only two respondents (p100 and p130) indicated that most exotic animals should 
be prohibited from ownership by private individuals as pets.  
A few conclusions can be drawn from the responses to these two questions. One is 
that, while some obviously see the animals as property, or are more concerned with their 
own rights or feelings, a great many respondents were more interested in the welfare and 
safety of the animals. Some said this directly, while others indicated it in their discussions 
of why more overreaching and expansive laws would be preferable. This might be why 
the idea of a federally mandated and operated system might be attractive to the majority 
of people. The general feeling is that laws would be easier to understand and administer 
across the board.  
The United States constitution generally gives states the right to decide on most 
issues of this type on their own, as evidenced by the lack of federal animal ownership 
laws, save for endangered species. The exceptions to this are the USDA’s APHIS policy 
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statement regarding ownership of potentially dangerous animals (USDA, 2000), and the 
Captive Wildlife Safety Act banning the unregulated interstate transport of big cats 
(USFWS, 2007), both discussed in Chapter 3. Other than these two items, states are 
generally considered to have the authority to promulgate their own laws regarding exotic 
animals – or animals in general, as they deem fit. The aim of these two questions was not 
to advocate the formation of a single, nationwide standard of laws, but only to get insight 
into how exotic pet owners view the current legal climate, and how they view their 
animals. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
Based upon my research and the comments of current exotic animal owners that 
responded to my survey, exotic pet owners consider their exotic pets to be every bit as 
important as domestic pets are to their owners. While there are many objections to exotic 
pet ownership by others, including health of the animals, safety of the public and 
zoonotic diseases, most of these seem to be relatively – although by no means totally – 
unfounded.  
Animal ownership laws vary state to state, but all states do regulate at least some 
of these animals to some degree. By far, the most dangerous animals such as the big cats 
do seem to be fairly well regulated across most states. There appears to be no significant 
correlation between the legal status of an animal and the number of exotic pet incidents in 
a given state. Rather, the overall population of a state appears to be the primary control 
regarding the number of attack incidents, and state population in conjunction with legal 
status seems to have some added relevance.  
There really is little that can be gleaned of a correlation between number of 
overall incidents and the overall restrictiveness of laws. Likewise, the effect of legality of 
a given animal on potential ownership of that animal cannot be determined by simply 
looking at the number of attack incidents that occur in a given state. Partly, this is 
because of the low numbers of incidents in general, and partly this is due to the number 
of illegally owned animals that may contribute to the statistics, but are not able to be 
counted. The main factor in whether or not there are incidents with exotic pets is far more 
easily corresponded to overall population as opposed to legality of a given species, 
regardless of the species. 
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The survey completed by 133 respondents indicated a large variety of animals, but 
most of these were, as anticipated, smaller animals such as sugar gliders, smaller 
primates, foxes, raccoons, skunks and similar animals. Wolf hybrids were also well 
represented in the survey. Although these are larger animals, they are also less regulated 
and because they are at least partially domesticated dog, are often perceived as less 
dangerous. The projected result that legality would have some influence on the number of 
animals that would be represented by a given state was not conclusive. Here, legality and 
overall state population both seem to be factors in the likelihood of ownership. Finally, 
exotic pet owners seem to be quite concerned over both their rights to own the animals 
they have (or may have one day), but are at least equally concerned about the welfare of 
those animals. Exotic pet owners seem to have few objections to oversight and controls, 
as long as these regulations are fair and reasonable, and are not so restrictive as to be 
unattainable. 
I feel that there are many fascinating possibilities to explore with the data in this 
survey, and the accompanying data regarding exotic pet incidents and laws, and plan to 
do so in the future. There are a great many research avenues that I am interested in 
pursuing, which cannot be adequately explored at this time. For instance, examining the 
specific relationships between gender, education levels and types of animals, correlating 
the types of animals owned compared to the expectation of owning more exotics, or 
attempting to profile exotic pet owners by type of animal based upon various answers 
given on the survey using multiple regression analysis techniques. I could also go into 
more depth regarding the rationale behind restrictiveness of various states, including 
comparing ownership laws to population densities or other demographic data.  
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A discourse analysis on the spontaneous answers generated in the “other 
comments” section of the survey might be of interest in looking at what types of issues 
exotic pet owners were most interested in discussing without the prompting of specific 
questions. 
I would also like to monitor incidents in the coming years and perhaps look at 
potential trends in states where the laws have recently changed to determine if the 
incident totals for those states are decreasing due to the establishment of new laws, or 
remain relatively consistent. This would give me an excellent platform to analyze the 
effects of passing more restrictive laws on animal ownership and attack incidents. 
I would first like to construct a second, more robust survey that would take into 
account the difficulties I – like others who have done online surveys – encountered, such 
as reassuring respondents of their anonymity, and formulating questions that will elicit 
even more valuable responses. This could be done in order to get a larger sample size, as 
well. It may also be interesting to attempt some similar survey for reptiles, as several 
respondents requested, but this may be a more ambitious project that would require 
serious research time and money to accomplish, considering the number of reptiles 
potentially owned nationwide.  
The purpose of this research was to identify and analyze problematic issues 
associated with the ownership of exotic pets in a geographic context, and to provide a 
foundation for future research into the subject of exotic pet ownership in the United 
States. To that end, I feel that this research is a valuable tool for understanding the 
geography of exotic pet ownership, and the factors that go into such an endeavor. The 
complex relationships between exotic pets, the people that own them, and the human-
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constructed environment they share (namely human-built homes and properties) are 
certainly of interest and importance in geographic study of human-environment 
interactions. This largely unexplored topic requires more attention so that we may 
examine the realities and special difficulties of defining human spaces with exotic 
animals as part of our immediate environment, and analyzing the potential problems that 
arise from these interactions of people and their pet animals in that space.  
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DEFINITIONS 
 
Alternative Pet – Any pet animal that is not domesticated.  
Animal Breeder – A person or entity that breeds animals for sale to zoos and/or private 
individuals. 
Animal Broker – A person or entity that temporarily takes control over animals, either 
physically or legally, in order to sell the animals.  
Animal Dealer – A person or entity that connects animal buyers and sellers.  
Animal Educator – A person or entity that exhibits animals strictly for educational 
purposes.  
Animal Exhibitor – A person or entity that shows animals for entertainment or 
educational purposes.  
Animal Rehabilitator – A person or entity that takes in injured, sick or orphaned animals. 
Generally, these are restricted to wild, native animals, with the intention that most will be 
released when they are able. 
APHIS – Animal Plant Health. A division of the USDA which administers the Animal 
Welfare Act and carries out wildlife damage management activities. The Animal Care 
(AC) division licenses and regulates animal breeders, dealers, brokers and exhibitors. 
ASA – American Sanctuary Association. Sets standards for animal care in sanctuaries, 
assists in the rescue and placement of homeless animals, supports legislation that protects 
animals. 
AWA – Animal Welfare Act. The only Federal law in the United States that regulates the 
treatment of animals in research, exhibition, transport, and by dealers. 
AZA – Association of Zoos and Aquariums. A nonprofit organization that accredits zoos 
and aquariums that have met pre-set standards of animal care, conservation and 
husbandry. 
Captive Animal – Any wild animal confined by humans, either temporarily or 
permanently. 
Captive-bred Animal – Any wild animal born in captivity.  
Circus – An organization that displays performing animals for public entertainment.  
CITES – Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. An international 
agreement between governments to ensure that international trade in wild animals and 
plants does not threaten their survival. 
USDA – United States Department of Agriculture. In relation to this study, the 
overarching agency in charge of administering APHIS, and the Animal Welfare Act.  
Domestic Animal – Any animal that has been tamed and selectively bred by humans for 
hundreds, or even thousands, of years in order to create a species of animal that can easily 
live with humans, and is genetically distinct from wild members of the original species. 
Educational Permit – A permit, often issued by a local or state government office, which 
allows an individual or organization to display animals for purposes of education.  
Endangered Species – A species at risk of extinction.  
Euthanasia – Purposely killing an animal humanely. Most often, this is done to animals 
that are sick or injured, but in some cases may be done to healthy animals to alleviate 
population stresses. 
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Exotic Animal – Any non-domestic animal that is kept by humans for companionship, 
interest, or as a hobby. 
Export – Ship animals out of the country. 
Federal Laws – Laws passed by the Federal government, for the purpose of this 
dissertation, relating to animals. There are few animal-related federal laws that do not 
involve endangered species. 
Hand-raised Wild Animal – Any wild animal that is raised by humans from infancy. 
Often, they are habituated to human contact.  
Hoofstock – Any animal with hooves. Includes such animals as horses, donkeys, zebras, 
cattle, sheep, goats, antelope, gazelles, giraffe, deer, rhinoceroses, llamas, camels and 
pigs.  
Hybrid – An animal with two distinct, but similar, species as parents. For instance, a 
horse and a donkey would create a hybrid called a mule.  
Import – Ship animals into the country. 
Kennel – A business that temporarily houses animals – most often dogs – for a fee.  
Lagomorphs – a member of the taxonomic order Lagomorpha, including rabbits and 
hares.  
Mustelids – An animal of the family Mustelidae, including weasels, stoats, ferrets, otters, 
mink, martens, badgers, martens, wolverines and polecats.  
Non-domestic Animal – Any animal unaltered by selective breeding by humans. Often, 
non-domestic animals are also wild animals.  
Non-pet Animal – Any animal that is kept by humans in captivity, but not as a pet. 
Pest – Any animal that is considered deleterious to human health or property. Also, any 
animal that is considered harmful to domestic animals. 
Pet Animal – Any animal that is kept by humans for companionship, interest, or as a 
hobby.  
Pet Store – A business in which animals are sold to private individuals.  
Pocket Pet – Any pet animal small enough to carry in a typical shirt-pocket.  
Pound – Generally, locally owned and operated shelters, most of which only accept 
domestic pets.  
Preserve – A natural area set aside by local, state or federal government to shelter and 
protect wild species.  
Procyonids – An animal of the family Procyonidae, including raccoons, ringtails, 
kinkajous, coatimundis and cacomistles. 
Protected Species – A species that, while not necessarily threatened or endangered, 
consists of a small but critical local population.  
Research Facility – A business or organization in which animals are used to test 
products, vaccines, medical procedures, or psychological reactions, in lieu of testing on 
humans.  
Sanctuary – Any person or entity that takes in, houses, and cares for abandoned, 
unwanted or abused animals. Unlike a shelter, most sanctuaries do not adopt out surplus 
animals.  
Shelter – Any person or entity that temporarily takes in, houses, and cares for abandoned, 
unwanted or abused animals with the goal of rehoming them. 
Species – A group of individuals having common characteristics making them distinct 
from other groups. In biology, the major sub-divisions of a genus.  
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State Laws – Laws passed by individual states. Most animal-related laws are state laws. 
Sub-species – A subdivision of a species consisting of an interbreeding, often 
geographically isolated, population of individuals. 
Tame – Any animal that is normally found in the wild, which has been raised or 
otherwise acclimated to humans so that they no longer react with aggression or fear 
toward humans.  
Threatened Species – A species with a high risk of becoming endangered in the future. 
USDA Permit – A permit issued to a business by the USDA to breed, exhibit, broker or 
deal animals to the public or to other businesses. 
USDI – United States Department of the Interior.  
Wild – Any animal that is normally found in the wild.  
Wild Animal – Any animal that is wild, and is not controlled by humans.  
Zoo – An organization that houses and displays animals for public entertainment. Zoos 
may be privately or publically owned, may have buildings or pens, or may have drive-
through areas, depending upon what animals are on display. Some zoos may do research, 
or have a variety of animals performing for visitors.  
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APPENDIX A: LAW SUMMARIES 
 
Federal 
1
 
Big cats are illegal to transport across state lines, or to own, without a permit. There are 
no other federal laws regarding private ownership of non-endangered animals. 
 
Alabama
2
 
All black bears, wolves, big cats and bobcats are banned. Wolf hybrids must be 
vaccinated for rabies. No person, firm, corporation, partnership or association may 
possess, sell, offer for sale, import or cause to be brought or imported into the state the 
following animals: fox, skunk, raccoon, coyote, wild rodents, wild rabbits, nutria, or any 
member of the family Cervidae (deer, elk, moose, caribou). 
 
Alaska
3
 
Chimpanzees, dromedary camels, any pigs, fat-tailed gerbils, and African pygmy 
hedgehogs may be owned with no restrictions other than a possession permit.  Permits are 
also required to own wolves, wolf hybrids, or deer / elk of any kind. All other exotic 
animals are banned, including hybrid cats less than F4. 
 
Arizona
4
 
All cats, foxes, skunks and bears are banned. There is a ban on owning an infant primate 
(less than 50% of adult size), but not older primates. Importing a primate also requires vet 
certificate testing for specific diseases. Permits are required to own all non-domestic 
carnivores, wolves, apes, opossums, insectivores, bats, edentates (anteaters), wild rabbits, 
squirrels, chipmunks, marmots, woodchucks, prairie dogs, pocket gophers, beavers, new 
world porcupines, nutria, hutia, coypu, peccaries, moose, white-tailed deer, red deer, 
wapiti(elk), pronghorn, and all bovidae except water buffalo. Raccoons are banned, 
unless you move into the state and they were legal in the state you came from, in which 
case you need a permit. The housing requirements to get a permit for a hedgehog are 
nearly impossible even for zoos to meet, nonetheless a private owner. So, while 
technically legal, not likely.  
 
Arkansas
5
 
Skunks, bears, lions and tigers are banned, and a permit is required for mountain lions. 
An individual may own up to 6 each of the following: bobcats, deer, gray or red foxes, 
raccoons, coyote, opossums, rabbits, and squirrels; and if acquired in Arkansas no permit 
is required. These animals may be owned, but with the exception of bobcats, may not be 
bought. All wolves and wolf hybrids must be vaccinated for rabies, and there are strict 
caging requirements, including no more than 4 wolves or wolf hybrids per acre. Any 
imported animals must have an importation permit. Gray and red foxes that originate or 
have lived in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
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Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, 
Texas, Vermont, Wisconsin, Wyoming or Canada cannot be imported. 
 
California
6
 
All exotic pets are banned (this includes chinchillas and ferrets), except for hybrid cats 
that are at least F3. First generation wolf hybrids are banned, but all subsequent 
generations are legal to own. “Mammals of the orders Primates, Edentata, Dermoptera, 
Monotremata, Pholidota, Tubulidentata, Proboscidea, Perissodactyla, Hyracoidea, 
Sirenia and Carnivora are restricted for the welfare of the animals, except animals of the 
families Viverridae and Mustelidae in the order Carnivora are restricted because such 
animals are undesirable and a menace to native wildlife, the agricultural interests of the 
state, or to the public health or safety.” 
 
Colorado
7
 
Wolves, cats, red deer, white-tailed deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons, prairie dogs, striped 
mice, brush-tailed porcupines, Gambian giant pouched rats, dormice, rope squirrels, tree 
or sun squirrels, brush-tailed opossums, javelinas, peccaries, all wild pigs, hartebeest, 
wildebeest, damaliscus antelopes, blesbok, oryx, addax, all species of non-north 
American wild sheep or goats, and all hedgehogs except African pygmy hedgehogs are 
banned.  Primates are banned, unless they are certified service animals. A short list of 
specifically allowed animals includes: bison, reindeer, yak, camels, alpaca, sugar gliders, 
short-tailed possum, dama wallaby, swamp wallaby, Bennet wallaby, red kangaroo and 
wallaroo.  
 
Connecticut
8
 
Wolves, wolf hybrids, coyotes, all non-domestic canidae, cats (including all hybrids), 
foxes, skunks, raccoons, bears, and apes are banned. Primates over 50 lbs. at maturity are 
banned. You may get a permit to own up to ONE sika deer, ONE white-tail deer, ONE 
otter, ONE beaver and ONE non-domestic rabbit.  
 
Delaware
9
 
Wolves and wolf hybrids are not illegal in the state, but they are banned in two of the 
three counties (legal only in Sussex County). Permits are required to own all cats, deer, 
foxes, skunks, raccoons, primates, bears or any wild mammal or hybrid of a wild 
mammal not native to, or generally found in, Delaware. Before permit is issued, it must 
be determined that animal will in no way poses a threat or nuisance to the public. No 
breeding of permitted animals is allowed. There are no regulations for hedgehogs.  
 
Florida
10
 
Florida has a simple and thorough permitting system for private ownership. Summarized: 
Banned: nutria, Gambian pouched rats, Eastern chipmunks, Sanibel Island rice rats, 
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Homosassa shrews, Sherman’s short-tailed shrews, Florida mice, Sherman’s fox 
squirrels, all Class I animals. Permits are required for all Class II and Class III animals. 
Allowed animals: camels, prairie dogs, squirrels, chipmunks, rabbits, moles, shrews, 
honey possums, sugar gliders, gerbils, and wild horses.  
 Class I (banned): rhinos, hippos, elephants, cape buffalo, bears, snow leopards, 
leopards, jaguars, tigers, lions, cheetahs, mountain lions, chimpanzees, gorillas, 
gibbons, drills and mandrills, orangutans, baboons, siamangs, gelada baboons 
 Class II (complex permit required): coyotes, wolves, red wolves, wolf hybrids of 
more than 75% wolf, Asiatic jackals, black-backed jackals, side-striped jackals, 
Indian dholes, honey badger, badger, wolverine, African hunting dogs, 
binturongs, hyenas, servals, lynx, bobcats, caracals, African golden cats, 
Temmick’s golden cats, fishing cats, ocelots, clouded leopards, howler monkey, 
uikaris, mangabeys, guenons, bearded sakis, guereza monkeys, Celebes black 
apes, indri, macaques, langurs, douc langurs, snub-nosed langurs, proboscis 
monkeys 
 Class III (simple permit required): all animals not on “Allowed” or Class I or II 
lists.  
 
Georgia
11
 
The following animals are banned: armadillo, bats, cottontail rabbit, chipmunk, coyote, 
flying squirrel, fox squirrel, gray squirrel, groundhog, marsh rabbit, mink, moles, 
muskrats, opossums, pocket gophers, river otters, swamp rabbits, weasels, skunks, 
raccoons, foxes, jackals, dingoes, African wild dogs, maned wolves, wolves, wolf 
hybrids, red dog, wolverine, hyenas, bears, elephants, rhinos, hippos, wart hogs, elands, 
nilgais, koupreys, African buffalo, sable antelope, gemsbok, addax, hartebeests, 
wildebeests, macropods (kangaroos,etc), insectivores, flying lemurs, all primates, 
edentates, pangolins and scaly anteaters, lagomorphs (non-domestic), rodents (except 
domestic rats, mice, gerbils, hamsters and guinea pigs), cetaceans, all cats, all deer, all 
other carnivores (except ferrets which must be neutered and vaccinated), aardvarks, 
elephants, hyraxes, manatees, dugongs, perissodactyls, artiodactyls (except bison, water 
buffalo and llamas/alpacas).  It is illegal to own hedgehogs unless you are breeding them 
for sale only – and any you breed must be shipped out of state for sale. Sugar gliders 
legal to own, but you must have paperwork that they came from a USDA licensed 
breeder 
 
Hawaii
12
 
All exotic pets are banned except for primates – and those you may only have if you are 
officially bonded.  
 
Idaho
13
 
Caracal, Geoffrey’s cat, margay, ocelot, serval, tiger, lion, leopard, jaguar, cheetah, foxes, 
skunks, raccoons, primates, bears, European hedgehogs, red deer, sika deer, brush-tailed 
possum, peccaries, Barbary sheep, mouflon sheep, coatimundi, kinkajou, African 
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dormice, rope squirrels, striped mice, African tree squirrels, brush-tailed porcupines, 
capybara, Gambian giant pouched rats, prairie dogs, and all South American rodents 
(except guinea pigs and chinchillas) are banned. Wolves and wolf hybrids require a 
permit. A fur-bearer permit is required for bobcat and lynx.  
 
Illinois
14
 
Lions, tigers, leopards, jaguars, cheetahs, mountain lions, snow leopards, margays, 
ocelots, lynxes, bobcats, wolves, wolf hybrids, skunks, bears, jaguarundi, hyenas, coyotes 
and primates are banned. There is a grandfather clause to allow ownership of primates 
owned before 2011. You may own domestically raised deer, but not wild ones, and have 
proof of legal purchase. A permit is required (fur-bearing mammal breeder) to own a fox 
or raccoon – and you must have proof of legal purchase. 
 
Indiana
15
 
Permits are required to own all cats, wolves, skunks, raccoons, apes, bears, beavers, 
coyotes, minks, muskrats, opossums, red foxes, gray foxes, weasels, rabbits, and 
squirrels. Additionally, you must have proof of legal captive birth to own a bobcat, and a 
“breeder” permit is required for native deer, all other deer are banned. The following are 
banned, unless you have a USDA permit to own them: all foxes except red or gray foxes, 
tree sloths, all bovidae (except domestic cattle), camels, jackals, wild dogs, marmosets, 
cervidae (except native deer), armadillos, elephants, hippos, rhinos, giraffes, okapi, wild 
horses, zebras, hyenas, kangaroos, wallabies, wallaroos, hyrax, aardvarks, anteaters, 
aardwolves, wild boars and wild pigs, tapirs, and chevrotains. 
 
Iowa
16
 
All wild cats (including hybrids), wolves, foxes, primates, bears, coyotes, jackals, hyenas, 
and all wild canidae are banned, unless owned before 2007. You need a permit to own 
deer, and you need a bill of sale for skunks and raccoons to prove they are no wild-
caught. There are no regulations on owning wolf hybrids, unless they are being imported, 
in which case you need an importation permit.  
 
Kansas
17
 
Foxes, skunks and raccoons are banned. Bears, lions, tigers, cheetahs, jaguars and 
leopards are banned, unless owned before October 2006. A permit required to own 
mountain lions, wolves, deer, black bears and grizzly bears. All other “exotic animals” 
are expressly legal to own.  
 
Kentucky
18
 
Wolves, wolf hybrids over 25% wolf, mountain lions, cheetahs, lions, tigers, jaguars, 
leopards, clouded leopards, bears, flying foxes, San Juan rabbits, jackrabbits, 
multimammate rats, nutria, fruit bats, Gambian pouched rats, prairie dogs, suricates 
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(includes slender-tailed meerkat), all viverridae (civets, genets, mongooses, fossas, 
linsangs), peccaries, javelinas, all non-domestic suidae, African buffalo, hippos, hyenas, 
honey badgers, old world badgers, elephants, rhinos, wolverines and primates are banned. 
A permit is required to own deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons and coyotes, but importation of 
them is prohibited. Additionally, a permit is required for all native wildlife (beaver, 
muskrat, opossum, rabbit, woodchuck, otter, squirrels, weasels, mink). It is acceptable to 
own yak, wild goats, camels, and mink heavier than 1.15 kg (they are assumed to be 
domestic). 
 
Louisiana
19
 
The following are banned: tigers, lions, jaguars, leopards, snow leopards, cheetahs, 
mountain lions, clouded leopards, red wolves, gray wolves, mule deer, white tailed deer, 
black-tailed deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons, black bears, grizzly/brown bears, polar bears, 
elk, nutria, bats, coyotes, and all primates except service monkeys. A permit is required 
for native rabbits and squirrels. There are no permits needed to own a wolf hybrid, but 
you must have proof it is part dog.  
 
Maine
20
 
Moose are banned. Special housing permits are required for all exotic pets. This includes 
all cats, wolves, deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons, primates, bears, coatimundi, sloths, tayras, 
porcupines, hyraxes,  squirrels, tree shrews, kinkajous, opossums, pottos, gallagos, 
grissons, tamanduas, slow lorises, genets, agouti, pacas, wild rabbits, badgers, beavers, 
muskrats, otters, tapirs, pygmy hippos, capybaras, giant anteaters, anteaters, jackals, 
hyenas, coyotes, African wild dogs, dingoes, wolverines, weasels, martins, polecats, wild 
ferrets, kangaroos, wallabies, wallaroos, armadillos, all odd or even toed ungulates, 
rhinos, elephants, hippos, and “other similar sized animals of similar habitats to any of 
these”. Hedgehogs require a permit to own in addition to special housing requirements. 
Although it is not technically illegal to own any of these animals, it is not often that 
permits are issued to private owners. Wolf hybrids require a permit and specific 
vaccinations, but no additional housing requirements.  
 
Maryland
21
 
All wild cats (including hybrids over 30 lbs), wolves, wolf hybrids, raccoons, foxes, 
skunks and bears are banned. Primates, except service animals, are banned. All native 
wildlife may be owned with a permit, except mountain lions, bobcats, lynx, raccoons, 
skunks and foxes; however, permits are not issued for pets.  
 
Massachusetts
22
 
All wild cats, wolves, wolf hybrids, deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons, bears and all cervids 
and carnivora are banned. All primates are banned, except service animals. Allowed: 
degus, deer mice, white-footed mice, Egyptian spiny mice, house mice, jerboas, Norway 
rats, pacas, southern flying squirrels, and African pygmy hedgehogs.  
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Michigan
23
 
Big cats, wolves and most bears are banned. A permit is required for black bears, wolf 
hybrids, bobcats, red and gray foxes, skunks, woodchucks, squirrels, muskrats, minks, 
beavers, otters, coyotes, badgers and raccoons. Importation permits are required for all 
foxes and raccoons. Importation of skunks is not allowed.  In addition, you need proof 
that any raccoon owned is not wild-caught. There are no regulations regarding the 
ownership of foxes other than red and gray foxes.  
 
Minnesota
24
 
Primates, bears (except black bears), nutria, European rabbits, European wild boars, and 
Asian raccoon dogs are banned. Cats other than mountain lions, lynx and bobcats are 
banned, unless owned before 2005. Mountain lions, lynx and bobcats require a game 
farm permit to own. Black bears also require a game farm permit to own. Wolves require 
a permit, although wolf hybrids are banned. There are no specific regulations or permits 
required to own deer, foxes, raccoons, skunks; but you must have proof it was captive-
bred and not wild-caught.  
 
Mississippi
25
 
Skunks are banned. Permits and heavy liability insurance ($100,000 per animal) is 
required to own all big cats, clouded leopards, wolves, wolf hybrids, foxes, bears, hyenas, 
wolverines, elephants, rhinos, hippos, African buffalo, red dogs, African wild dogs, 
maned wolves, jackals, dingoes, macaques, mandrills, drills, Gelada baboons, baboons, 
gibbons, siamangs, gorillas, chimpanzees and orangutans. 
 
Missouri
26
 
Skunks are banned. All big cats are banned except mountain lions, which require a 
permit. Permits are also required for bobcat, lynx, margay, ocelot, wolves, wolf hybrids, 
red foxes, gray foxes, primates, raccoons, bears, jaguarundi, hyenas, coyotes, badgers, 
beavers, groundhogs, minks, muskrats, opossums, river otters, wild rabbits, swamp 
rabbits, fox squirrels, eastern gray squirrels, least weasels, long-tailed weasels, nine-
banded armadillos, southern flying squirrels, 13-lined ground squirrels, Franklin’s ground 
squirrels, mule deer and white-tailed deer.  
 
Montana
27
 
Foxes, skunks and raccoons are banned. A permit is required for wolves and wolf hybrids 
of 50% wolf. You must have an importation permit to import a wild cat of any type, but 
no specific ownership permit.  
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Nebraska
28
 
All native animals are banned (including deer, gray foxes, red foxes, raccoons, skunks, 
wolves, mountain lions, lynx and bobcats). In addition, all non-native cats, non-native 
deer, non-native wolves, Asian raccoon dogs, and all bears are banned. No other animals 
are regulated. 
 
Nevada
29
 
Mountain lions, bobcats, axis deer, rusa deer, sambar deer, sika deer, roe deer, white-
tailed deer, foxes, skunks, raccoons,  dholes, Asian raccoon dogs, mongooses, meerkats, 
European rabbits, multimammate rats, bats, nutria, coypus, coyotes, wild pigs, moose, 
reedbucks, oryx, addax, gemsboks, blesboks, bonteboks, topis, hartebeests, wildebeests, 
chamois, tahr, ibex, wild goats and sheep, red deer, and elk/wapiti are banned. You may 
legally own a wolf or wolf hybrid, but must have proof they are lawfully acquired and 
bred. African pygmy hedgehogs, marsupials, elephants, wild hamsters and gerbils, 
camels, mink, yak, primates, hedgehogs and zebras are specifically allowed.  
 
New Hampshire
30
 
Big cats, bobcats, lynx, wolves, red wolves, fallow deer, red deer, sika deer, white-tailed 
deer, gray and red fox, raccoons, armadillos, bats, beavers, wild boars, camels, eastern 
chipmunks, coatimundis, caribou/reindeer, cottontail rabbits, coyotes, dama wallabies, 
elephants, elk, fishers, genets, hyenas, snowshoe hares, kinkajous, lemmings, martens, 
minks, hairy-tailed moles, star-nosed moles, moose, mice (deer, white-footed, meadow 
jumping, woodland jumping), opossums, river otters, porcupines, prairie dogs, muskrats, 
Norway rats, shrews, squirrels (gray, red, southern and northern flying), two-toed sloths, 
voles, least weasels, long-tailed weasels, short-tailed weasels, woodchucks, striped 
skunks, primates and black bears are banned. Wolf hybrids are banned, unless 
neutered/spayed and vaccinated for rabies. Skunks other than striped skunks are allowed. 
Other animals specifically allowed are potbellied pigs, sugar gliders, tenrecs, yaks and 
African pygmy hedgehogs.  
 
New Jersey
31
 
Dormice, spiny mice, zebra mice, pygmy mice, Gambian pouched rats, moose, foxes,  
white-tailed deer, black-tailed deer, mule deer, red deer and elk are banned. Permits are 
required for skunks (which cannot be imported), hedgehogs, kinkajou, dwarf hamsters, 
sugar gliders, exotic sheep, exotic goats, and “any animal that is not domestic”. Permits 
are required, but rarely issued for pets, for the following: all cats, wolves, wolf hybrids, 
primates, bears, prairie dogs, ground squirrels, and non-domestic dogs. There are no 
permits required to own a raccoon, but you must be able to prove the animal is captive 
bred. The following are allowed with no permit: mice, rats, guanaco, flying squirrels, red 
squirrels, chipmunks, and Vietnamese pot-bellied pigs. 
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New Mexico
32
 
All cats, wolves, raccoons and primates are banned.  
 
New York
33
 
All cats except bobcats are banned. Bobcats require a permit, but this is rarely given for 
private ownership. Wolves, wolf hybrids, deer, skunks, raccoons, primates, bears, all 
foxes except fennec foxes, and all native wildlife are banned.  
 
North Carolina
34
 
Mountain lions and black bears are banned. Permits are required for all cervidae, wild 
boars, wolves, red deer, and fallow deer.  Bobcats, deer, foxes, raccoons, skunks, 
martens, camels, brush-tail possum, coyote, ringtail, bison, cervidae and bovidae must 
have importation permit if importing. All bison, camels, cervidae and bovidae must have 
various disease testing done prior to importation.  
 
North Dakota
35
 
North Dakota has a simple and thorough permitting system for private ownership. 
Summarized: 
 Category 1: Those animals that are similar to but have not been included as 
domestic species, including mules or donkeys. (These animals are subject to the 
rules of domestic animals.) Licenses are not required for category 1.  
 Category 2: Those species that have been domesticated, including ranch foxes, 
ranch mink, and Russian lynx. Category 2 species imported must meet the health 
requirements as set forth in this chapter. Licenses are not required for category 2. 
An owner of category 2 species must comply with all health requirements. 
 Category 3: Those species that are indistinguishable from wild, indigenous 
species or present a health risk to wild and domestic species, or both, including 
red and gray foxes, elk, deer (except those listed in other categories), reindeer, 
bighorn sheep, fallow deer, Canadian lynx and bobcat. All require a permit. 
 Category 4: Those species that are considered inherently or environmentally 
dangerous, including all cats (except Russian lynx), white-tailed deer, reindeer, 
red deer, bears, wolves, wolf hybrids, primates, lions, tigers, and cats (not listed 
previously). All category 4 animals require a permit, in addition to a vet 
certificate and importation permit if being imported.  
 Category 5: All species that are not categorized in categories 1 through 4 require a 
special license, the requirements of which will be established by the board 
(includes most exotic pets). Some are listed specifically: chamois, tahr, wild 
goats, ibex, oryx and gemsbok, addax, reed bucks, wildebeests, hartebeests, 
sassabees, blesboks, bonteboks, topis, water buffalo, all wild species of the family 
suidae (Russian boar, European boar) and hybrids, collared peccary or javelina 
and hybrids. 
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Special note on North Dakota: In the family cervidae, all of the following species and 
hybrids must be tested negative within thirty to ninety days for tuberculosis and 
brucellosis: moose, axis deer, rusa deer, sambar deer, sika deer, roe deer, red deer, white-
tailed deer, reindeer. Wild suidae must test negative for pseudorabies; wild equines must 
test negative for equine infectious anemia; wild-caught carnivores may not be imported 
from a state that has had a case of rabies in that species within the last 12 months. 
 
Ohio
36
 
All animals require an importation permit (if being imported) and vet certificate. The 
following are considered dangerous wild animals, and require a permit and liability 
insurance ranging from $200,000 to $1,000,000 to own: big cats, wolves, African wild 
dogs, clouded leopards, lynx, caracals, servals, bears, elephants, rhinoceroses, hippos, 
Cape buffalo, and all primates except for lemurs (includes marmosets and tamarins). A 
fur-bearing animal permit is required for bobcats, native species of foxes, skunks, 
raccoons, minks, weasels, opossums, muskrats, badgers, native otters, coyotes. 
Additionally, bison, caribou, elk and all cervidae must test negative for brucellosis and 
tuberculosis. All wild equidae must test negative for equine infectious anemia. All suidae 
must test negative for brucellosis and pseudorabies. Peccaries must test negative for 
pseudorabies.  
 
Oklahoma
37
 
“Personal Possession” permits for any native wildlife to be kept for hobby purposes 
(includes mountain lion, bobcat, deer, foxes, raccoons, skunks, black bear, coyote and all 
other native wildlife). A permit is also required for wolves and any non-native cats that 
will reach 50 lbs or more. Several websites claim that a permit is required for primates as 
well, but I could find no specific regulations indicating this. Any non-native mammal 
other than those listed above is not regulated.  
 
Oregon
38
 
All non-domestic canines, wolves, primates, coyotes, striped skunks, western spotted 
skunks, native bats, American pikas, pygmy rabbits,  white-tailed jack rabbits, white-
tailed antelope squirrels,  white-footed voles,  ringtails, fishers, and all marine mammals 
are banned. All wild cats are banned, except mountain lions, bobcats and Canadian lynx, 
which each require a permit. Most foxes, bears and skunks are banned; the exceptions are 
that black bears may be owned with a permit, red foxes and gray foxes may be owned 
with a commercial fur farm permit, and skunks may only be owned if they are bought 
outside of the state, have a health certificate and an importation permit. The following 
require a permit to own: deer, raccoons, northern flying squirrels, chickarees (Douglas’s 
squirrel and red squirrel), golden-mantled ground squirrel, and chipmunk.  
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Pennsylvania
39
 
Hedgehogs are banned. Permits are required for nearly all exotic pets, which does include 
wolf hybrids. “A new applicant for an exotic wildlife possession permit and for an exotic 
wildlife dealer permit shall provide documentation of at least 2 years’ experience of 
hands-on work with the designated species, including care, feeding, handling, training 
and husbandry. This experience shall be from a recognized/approved facility by the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission and the owner, manager or licensee of this facility shall 
provide a letter of reference.” It should be noted that anecdotally the Pennsylvania Game 
Commission is notorious for not allowing permits for pets, even when all requirements 
for the permits are met, or for “misinforming” owners about the need for a permit, and 
later confiscating and euthanizing animals, and applying large fines to owners that did not 
get the proper permits.  
 
Rhode Island
40
 
Ferrets are banned. All wild cats, wolves, foxes, bears and primates require a permit, a 
vet certificate, and a 90 day quarantine period. Wolf hybrids, skunks, raccoons, bats, 
rodents, non-domestic canines, civets and mongooses, aardwolves and hyenas, elephants, 
wild horses and zebras, tapirs, rhinos, wild pigs, peccaries, hippos, mouse deer, cervidae 
(deer), giraffe, okapi, pronghorn, and all species of non-domestic artiodactyls and 
perissodactyls require a permit, but not a vet certificate or quarantine period. Camels are 
exempt from needing a permit.  
 
South Carolina
41
 
All “carnivores” are banned. Bobcats, lynx, coyotes, civets and weasels (which includes 
skunks) are specifically mentioned, but it is clear that it applies to all carnivores, not just 
those. Raccoons and primates are banned. Deer require a permit.  
 
South Dakota
42
 
Asian raccoon dogs and all wild pigs are banned. All nondomestic cats, canines, tapirs, 
rhinos, elephants, primates, bears, hyenas, mustelids (skunks, weasels, etc), and all 
artiodactyls must have a permit. You may own no more than one raccoon, jackrabbit, 
skunk, red or grey fox, or coyote per household as a pet. Documentation required for 
possession of “these domesticated fur-bearing animals” (animals pen bred for more than 
two generations or all fur-bearing animals purchased from a breeder outside the state and 
brought into the state).  
 
Tennessee
43
 
Wolves, big cats, white-tailed deer, skunks, raccoons, bears, gorillas, orangutans, 
chimpanzees, gibbons, siamangs, mandrills, drills, baboons, Gelada baboons, elephants, 
rhinos, hippos, African buffalo, and elk are banned. Bobcats, cottontail rabbits, red foxes 
and gray foxes require a permit. Hybrid bobcats (domestic cat/bobcat hybrid) do not need 
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a permit. The following are allowed without a permit: wild rabbits, hares, moles, shrews, 
rats, mice, squirrels, chipmunks, giraffes, camels, semi-domestic hogs, sheep and goats, 
all bovidae not otherwise listed, marsupials, all equines 
 
Texas
44
 
Foxes, wolves, skunks, raccoons, armadillos, beavers, otters, mink, ring-tailed cats, 
badgers, muskrats, opossums, and nutria are banned. Permits are required for all big cats, 
ocelots, bobcats, lynx, servals, caracals, bears, hyena, coyote, jackal, deer, chimps, 
orangutans, gorillas, and baboons.  
 
Utah
45
 
Banned: all big cats, bears, wolves, axis deer, wild caribou or elk or fallow deer, mule 
deer, red deer, rusa deer, sambar deer, sika deer, white-tailed deer, lemurs, dwarf and 
mouse lemurs, sifakas and indris, aye-aye, bush babies, pottos, lorises, tarsiers, capuchin-
like monkeys, marmosets and tamarins, old-world monkeys (includes baboons and 
macaques), apes, lesser apes (siamangs and gibbons), fennec foxes, gray foxes, kit foxes, 
red foxes, monotremes, wallabies, kangaroos, bats, nutria, Albert’s squirrels, black tailed 
prairie dogs,  Utah prairie dogs, southern flying squirrels, degus, all South American 
rodents, dormice, African pouched rats, jirds, pygmy mice, spiny mice, javelinas 
(collared peccary), pronghorn, Barbary sheep, bighorn sheep, Dall’s sheep, Stone’s 
sheep, all exotic wild sheep, Rocky Mountain goat, Ibex, moose, wild muskox, badgers, 
black-footed ferrets, short-tailed weasels (ermines), long-tailed weasels, wild martens, 
non-domestic minks, northern river otters, wolverines, coatimundis, kinkajous, ringtails, 
civets and genets, and skunks. Permits are required for captive-bred caribou or fallow 
deer, captive-bred bobcats and lynx, hedgehogs (except white-bellied hedgehogs, which 
require no permit), opossums, insectivores, anteaters, sloths, armadillos, aardvarks, 
pangolins, scaly anteaters, tree shrews, jackrabbits, pygmy rabbits, snowshoe hares, 
cottontails, pikas, elephant shrews, beavers, muskrats, deer mice, grasshopper mice, 
voles, western harvest mice, woodrats, pocket gophers, dark kangaroo mice, pocket mice, 
kangaroo rats, Gunnison’s prairie dogs, white-tailed prairie dogs, chipmunks, northern 
flying squirrels, ground squirrels, rock squirrels, red squirrels, yellow-bellied marmots, 
western jumping mice, porcupines, hyraxes, Idaho pocket gophers, captive bred muskox, 
and captive bred martens. Permits can be given for coyotes and raccoons, but rarely as 
pets.   
 
Vermont
46
 
All wild cats are banned, including hybrid cats of less than F4. Also banned are wolves, 
foxes, skunks, raccoons, bears, and primates. Wolf hybrids only need a permit for 
importation. Specifically allowed with no permit: European red deer, fallow deer, African 
pygmy hedgehogs, sugar gliders, feathertail gliders, agoutis, degus, hamsters and dwarf 
hamsters, kangaroo rats, kangaroo mice, pocket mice, spiny mice and zebu. All other 
exotic pets require a permit. 
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Virginia
47
 
Wolves, coyotes and nutria are banned. Wild cats, prairie dogs, all African rodents, 
European rabbits, European hares, bats, wild pigs, jackals, wild dogs, weasels, badgers, 
otters, ferrets (except domestic), mongooses, hyenas, aardwolves, linsangs, fossas, civets, 
genets, deer, skunks, raccoons, bears and foxes need permits. The only exception to this 
is that “domestic” red foxes are allowed with no permit; but they must have a coat this is 
different than wild foxes. Specifically allowed without a permit are camels, domestic 
mink (larger than 1.15 kg or an odd (non-wild) color), and “anything not on permit or ban 
list”. 
 
Washington
48
 
Big cats, clouded leopards, wolves, white-tailed deer, caribou, mule deer, black-tailed 
deer, Rocky Mountain elk, foxes, skunks, raccoons, primates, bears, hyenas, elephants, 
rhinos, moose, bats, and coyotes are banned. Wolf hybrids are specifically allowed.  
 
West Virginia
49
 
Coyotes, minks, weasels, muskrats, beavers, opossums, polecats, otters, red and gray 
foxes, skunks, bobcat, fishers, and raccoons are banned. Technically, the DNR can issue 
a permit for one as a pet, but the West Virginia DNR has an official policy statement that 
they will not issue them for raccoons, foxes or skunks. It is not clear whether the other 
furbearers listed are part of this policy. Permits are required for all wild cats, wolves and 
bears.  
 
Wisconsin
50
 
Mountain lions, bobcats, lynx, wolves, bears, wild pigs, and deer are banned. Fur farm 
permits are required for foxes, raccoons, muskrats, otters, minks and coyotes, and they 
are not issued for pets. Specifically allowed are chipmunks, pocket gophers, mice, moles, 
opossums, porcupines, rats, voles, ground squirrels, red squirrels, and weasels. 
 
Wyoming
51
 
Wolves, wolf hybrids, deer, bears, moose, elk, antelope, bighorn sheep, and mountain 
goat are banned. Mountain lions and lynx are banned, but all other big cats need only an 
importation permit and possession permit.  
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APPENDIX B: EXOTIC PET INCIDENTS, JANUARY 2000 – DECEMBER 2012 
 
Following is a table with dates, locations, details of incident, and outcome (when available) of 
each case. Mammal incidents are bold. 
   
10/10/2012 St. Petersburg, 
FL 
Rhesus macaque bit and scratched an elderly woman. She 
and neighbors had been feeding it. Unknown if escaped pet 
or wild. 
10/2/2012 Merritt Island, 
FL 
Mookie, a capuchin, bit a man on the shin, and was put into 
quarantine. 
10/2/2012 Chesterfield VA Man illegally keeping rattlesnakes and copperheads in his 
home was found dead with a snake bite. 
9/11/2012 Sanford, FL Pet monkey named Zeke escaped a backyard cage and 
bit/scratched two people. Taken to a sanctuary. 
9/7/2012 Paso Robles, CA Illegally owned Javan macaque bit owner's girlfriend on arm 
and finger. It was also malnourished. 60 day quarantine 
before going to a sanctuary.  
8/30/2012 Lehightom, PA 3-foot ball python bit 4 year old child playing with it. It was 
decapitated with a knife by the owner to make it release its 
grip. 
8/25/2012 Ft. Lauderdale, 
FL 
Marmoset in a “bag” on a motorcycle bit a police officer 
who was reaching over to turn off the engine. 10 days 
quarantine.   
8/23/2012 Okeechobee, FL 9 year old macaque escaped home, bit owner on butt and 
thigh, and severed tendons in his right hand. Owner's friend 
shot macaque. 
8/18/2012 West Valley 
City. UT 
A woman was bitten and squeezed by a python or boa 
constrictor in her yard, believed to be an escaped pet. 
7/17/2012 Plymouth, MA An 11-foot python escaped from its owner and bit a neighbor 
in the leg before being captured 
7/6/2012 Mattoon, GA 2-foot ball python entered an apartment and wrapped itself 
around the foot of a sleeping infant. The infant was taken to a 
hospital and released. 
6/27/2012 Patascala, OH A caseworker visiting the home of a woman, who was 
working to adopt her two nieces, was bitten on the finger by 
the woman’s pet cougar. 
6/4/2012 Lucerne valley, 
CA 
A Lucerne Valley man was in critical but stable condition after 
he was bitten by a rattlesnake he had been illegally keeping 
as a pet for over 10 years. 
5/11/2012 Dexter, IA A capuchin monkey named Charlie, kept as a pet at a 
daycare, bit a child at the daycare. The child had to get 
rabies shots. Parents of the child did not want Charlie 
euthanized, and undergoing rabies shots was the only way 
the authorities allowed him to be kept alive. 
5/7/2012 Bellevue, WA A woman was attacked by her boyfriend's pet lynx. The lynx 
reportedly escaped from its cage and bit the woman while 
she was cleaning. 
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5/7/2012 Asheville, NC A marmoset escaped and bit three neighbors while on the 
loose. It was euthanized.  
4/27/2012 Pender County, 
NC 
A pet macaque was euthanized after biting a neighbor 
woman. Animal control officers stated that this was not the 
first time the animal had bit a human. 
3/5/2012 Niles, OH A woman took her pet monkey into a pet supply store 
where it bit a clerk. The monkey is being quarantined by the 
City Health Department and the clerk that was bitten is 
undergoing treatment for rabies and other disease as a 
precaution. 
10/19/2011 Branson, MO A man was bitten by his 3-foot long (illegal) pet diamondback 
rattlesnake. The man was bitten while changing the water in 
the snake's cage. 
10/16/2011 Odessa, TX A 4 year old boy was mauled by a 12 year old pet cougar 
kept by his aunt in her backyard. 
9/28/2011 Roswell, NM Iguana bit owner, then bolted out of the door and escaped. 
9/21/2011 Green Camp, 
OH 
An 80 year old man was hospitalized after being attacked by 
a kangaroo - he raises exotic animals for zoos. 
8/18/2011 Springfield, MO An 8 year old girl was attacked by a macaque monkey that 
was in a nearby car. 
8/6/2011 Hendersonville, 
NC 
A man had to be rushed to the hospital after he was bitten by 
his pet snake, a European Long Nose Viper. He also had more 
than 60 other reptiles - many venomous and most illegal. 
8/4/2011 Shelbyville, TN Authorities shot and killed a pet monkey after it escaped 
and attacked a woman (who had to be hospitalized) and a 
sheriff's deputy. Four other monkeys were found in the 
owner's home, in bad living conditions, and were 
confiscated. 
7/6/2011 Elk River, MN A 9 year old girl was bitten by a service monkey that was in 
a cage at a campground. The girl was not seriously injured. 
6/14/2011 Putnam Lake, 
NY 
A woman died after apparently being bitten by her pet Black 
Mamba. The woman also had more than six dozen snakes, 56 
of which were venomous, including a cobra, which is illegal to 
possess without a permit. 
6/9/2011 Fremont, OH A 6 year old grivet monkey escaped and was on the loose for 
about two hours. During the time he was loose, he scratched 
two young girls, who did not need medical attention, and 
the monkey was eventually recaptured by his owner. 
5/20/2011 Kissimee, FL A lemur used in a street exhibition in Old Town bit a tourist 
on the cheek. 
4/30/2011 Franklin, VA A 30-pound male java macaque bit and attacked his owner 
when the owner rolled over on him in bed. 
4/11/2011 Milwaukee, WI A 22 year old man was bitten by his pet Gaboon viper and 
was listed in critical condition. 
2/1/2011 Fair Lawn, NY A pet albino cobra bit a 25 year old New Jersey man sending 
him to a hospital in critical condition. The man was in illegal 
possession of the cobra, a copperhead, and a rattlesnake. 
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1/30/2011 Reidsville, NC A black-capped capuchin bites or scratches (unclear) 
"babysitter" while owner is away. Euthanized to check for 
rabies (negative). This news article was very vague, and 
unclear with details.  
1/29/2011 Eastridge, TN Man dies from bite of friend's pet copperhead.  
12/21/2010 Miami-Dade 
County, FL 
A black and white capuchin jumped on a man's shoulder and 
bit him on the ear. The victim was taken to a local hospital. 
Authorities did not find the owner, who fled the scene. 
12/20/2010 Fayetteville, AR A man was in the hospital after being bitten by his pet green 
mamba. 
12/17/2010 Rogersville, TN Deputies with the HCSO Narcotics Unit found, and were 
assaulted by, aggressive primates while conducting a search 
for methamphetamine production in a home. One of the 
primates attacked and ripped an officer's jacket. They were 
all confiscated and sent to a sanctuary. 
11/18/2010 Phoenix, AZ A man was bitten by his pet rhesus monkey as he was taking 
the animal to be euthanized. 
11/12/2010 Waskom, TX A Harrison County man in his 60's was killed by his pet deer. 
The 550-lb deer pinned the man against a fence and 
gored/trampled him. The deer was shot and killed. 
11/12/2010 Oneida Castle, 
NY 
Capuchin monkey that escaped from its owner bit a central 
New York woman and had to be euthanized to test for 
rabies. It tested negative. 
8/26/2010 Sebastian, FL A woman was hospitalized after being bitten on her hand by 
her 12-foot long albino Burmese python while trying to feed 
it. 
8/25/2010 Tampa, FL A man was bitten by his pet 18-inch Gaboon viper and drove 
himself to the hospital for treatment. 
8/19/2010 Columbia 
Station, OH 
A pet bear fatally mauled its caretaker during a feeding on 
the owner's property. 
7/18/2010 Catskill, NY A pet capuchin monkey kept by famed artist and bed-and-
breakfast owner, Allen Hirsch, attacked a hairdresser while 
she was staying at his bed and breakfast. She was left with a 
scar on her cheek.  
6/10/2010 Omaha, NE 34 year old Nebraska man dies after being strangled by his 9-
foot, 25-lb boa constrictor. 
3/18/2010 Chesapeake,  60 year old man bitten by his pet service monkey (capuchin). 
2/12/2010 Carencro, LA 3 year old girl bitten on the hand by a 35-pound Japanese 
snow macaque. Macaque is euthanized to test for rabies and 
Herpes B – both negative. 
10/4/2009 Ross Township, 
PA 
Woman killed by her pet bear. Neighbor shoots bear as it is 
attacking her. Woman also owned a lion and a tiger (all 
licensed).  
7/27/2009 Big Bear City, CA Man airlifted to hospital after being bitten by pet Mexican 
Beaded Lizard. 
7/22/2009 Lawrence, KS Man bitten and dragged by zebra as he attempted to paint a 
fence at friend's farm. Suffers compound fracture to arm. 
176 
 
7/1/2009 Oxford, FL 2 year old girl strangled by 12-foot Burmese Python. Python 
escaped aquarium overnight.  
6/20/2009 Green Bay, WI 17 year old boy bitten by pet rattlesnake.  
5/26/2009 Lisbon, OH 10 year old girl bitten by cougar at home of a family friend 
after being told not to pet them. 
4/21/2009 Corpus Christi, 
TX 
Monkey bites owner - minor injuries.  
4/18/2009 Salem, OR 6 year old girl bitten on face by a service monkey after being 
warned not to pet it.  
3/30/2009 Winston, MO Timmy, a 9 year old chimpanzee, escapes and attempts to 
attack a police officer, even trying to open the car door with 
the handle. He is shot and killed. Owner was also hoarding 3 
monkeys and more than 200 dogs. 
3/20/2009 Oakley, KS 3 lions (1 m, 2 f) are quarantined after one mauls a man at 
their owner's junkyard. They are moved to the Detroit zoo. 
2/16/2009 Stamford, CT Travis, a 15 year old chimpanzee, attacks owner's friend - 
blinds her and bites off her nose, ears and hands. Owner 
stabs him repeatedly to try to get him off of her friend. He 
then attacks a police officer, who shoots and kills him. 
1/20/2009 Las Vegas, NV 18-foot python bites and squeezes 3 year old child. Parents 
stab snake and kill it, and are later charged with child abuse. 
12/7/2008 Hamilton 
Township, NJ 
Man playing Santa at PetsMart is bitten by a "large cat" 
during a photo event. Possessor disappeared after incident. 
Unknown if this was a large house cat, or a small wild cat.  
11/15/2008 Palm Springs 
North, FL 
16 year old girl injured by a cougar as she and boyfriend 
attempt to burglarize the house.  
10/22/2008 Broken Arrow, 
OK 
32 year old man attacked and killed by pet liger while 
feeding it. 
10/21/2008 Virginia Beach, 
VA 
25 year old woman found dead in home by her husband. She 
died from asphyxiation caused by neck compression. Family's 
python is missing from cage.  
7/4/2008 Richmond, VA Pet monkey bites teenage girl in park. 
7/4/2008 Columbia, MO Pet Japanese snow macaque bites woman visiting owner's 
home.  
6/5/2008 Queens, NY Illegally-kept pet monkey bites toddler's finger off. Monkey 
euthanized. 
4/11/2008 Trenton, MI 6 year old girl bitten on finger by neighbor's pet Java 
macaque. Monkey (Mikey) is euthanized and tests negative 
for rabies. 
3/13/2008 New Albany, IN Capuchin bites small child visiting owner's home.  
2/28/2008 Phoenix, AZ 3 year old boy bitten by family pet lemur.  
2/27/2008 Spokane, WA Pet spider monkey escapes and bites 3 people - monkey 
euthanized, tested negative for rabies. 
10/7/2007 Ball Ground, GA 66 year old man gored to death by 400-lb male red deer.  
10/6/2007 Pahrump, NV 73 year old woman dies after being attacked by some of her 
8 wolf hybrids. 
9/28/2007 Columbia, MS Rhesus macaque bites 2 children, and owner flees.  
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7/30/2007 Charlotte, NC 15 month old boy bitten by escaped python in local park.  
7/22/2007 Jackson, MS Japanese snow macaque bites IRS agent. Taken to primate 
sanctuary. 
5/28/2007 Rifle, CO Owner of camel ranch injured when camel kicks him and lies 
down on him. 
4/22/2007 Wewahitchka, 
FL 
Local TV news crew is present when 1800-lb camel becomes 
upset, kicks owner and sits on her, killing her. 
12/25/2006 French 
Settlement, FL 
8 year old boy attacked by illegal pet lemur at home of his 
father's friend.  
12/2/2006 Uhrichsville, OH 4 year old boy loses finger when grandfather's bear bites 
him. (Actually, a wildlife ranch, not a pet, but the owner 
treated them as pets and this was his own family injured, 
not paying public, so I have included it here). 
11/12/2006 Ellenburg, NY Deer attacks and kills 43 year old male owner.  
11/2/2006 Florida Landscaper attacked by client's kangaroo. 
10/28/2006 Liberty 
Township, OH 
Man bitten by new pet rhesus monkey while feeding him 
10/25/2006 Marquette 
County, WI 
Woman bitten by her pet lemur is taken to hospital for 
treatment. 
10/2/2006 Miami, FL Man bitten by his cobra. No other details. 
9/11/2006 Balm, FL Man gets cuts on shoulder and gash on lip after being 
smacked by a tiger when he enters tiger's cage. 
9/5/2006 Lanesville, IN Man crushed to death by his pet 14-foot python. 
8/25/2006 Chicago, IL Pet rhesus macaque escapes and bites 14 year old girl. 
Monkey taken to primate sanctuary in TX.  
8/13/2006 Bradley County, 
TN 
3 year old girl attacked by neighbor's escaped pet monkey.  
8/11/2006 Waldport, OR 11 year old girl suffers cuts and bruises to jaw and skull by a 
relative's 200-lb pet deer. 
7/16/2006 Westmoreland 
County, PA 
Woman mauled to death by pet wolf-hybrid. 
6/6/2006 Sikeston, MO Boy attacked by neighbor's pet vervet monkey. 
5/26/2006 Ashtabula 
County, OH 
500-lb bear escapes pen and breaks into neighbor's house. 
She is mauled - hospitalized with broken rib, lacerations and 
bruised lung. 
4/6/2006 Naples, FL Man crashes car when pet snake wraps around his neck. 
3/29/2006 Duxbury, MN 500-lb Bengal tiger kills 52 year old female owner. Tiger 
must be shot to retrieve body. 
3/5/2006 Bell County, TX Rhesus monkey bites a person and is euthanized. 
2/23/2006 Alva, FL Wallaroo escapes from pen and bites neighbor before being 
shot. 
2/9/2006 Craig, CO Man killed by captive elk while he feeds it. 
1/1/2006 Princeton, IA Elderly couple attacked and hospitalized after illegally 
owned pet deer (8-point buck) gores and stomps on them. 
Deer is shot by sheriff.  
12/31/2005 St. Louis, MO A man from south St. Louis County was bitten by a pet cobra 
as he was trying to feed it. 
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12/28/2006 Chanute, KS A family‘s pet bear repeatedly escaped from its cage and 
attacked a sheriff‘s deputy‘s patrol car last week - no 
injuries. 
12/21/2005 Tulsa, OK A cat described by its owner as part bobcat and part tabby 
bit a toddler at a shopping mall. The boy sustained shallow 
scratches on his neck. No verification this is a hybrid. 
12/7/2005 Los Angeles, CA Paris Hilton scratched by her illegally owned pet kinkajou. 
11/15/2005 Petoskey, MI 21 year old gets bitten twice by pet rattlesnake while 
changing light bulb in cage, but no venom is injected. 
11/11/2005 Phoenix, AZ 2 children bitten in their front yard by neighbor's pet 
monkey. 
10/24/2005 Pontotoc, MS Escaped kinkajou bites and claws 82 year old woman on her 
front porch, requiring more than 20 stitches. Kinkajou is put 
to sleep and tested for rabies. Tests negative. 
9/28/2005 Lewis County, 
WA 
5 year old boy bitten by tiger cub while playing with it 
outside of its cage. 
8/18/2005 Leominster, MA Police officer bitten by a man's pet squirrel as he attempted 
to arrest the man. 
8/16/2005 Portland, OR Siberian lynx attacks neighbor’s 6 year old girl; lynx is shot. 
8/11/2005 Beeville, TX Woman turns her pet mangabey monkey over to a sanctuary 
after he bites her.  
6/27/2005 Noble County, 
OH 
Buddy the monkey escaped from his home, jumped into a 
truck, and bit a 20 year old man. 
6/25/2005 Lexington, KY Monkey bites clerk in a drive-through window. 
6/24/2005 Little Falls, MN 10 year old's spinal chord is severed by neighbor's pet tiger 
and lion. Reports are conflicting, but apparently the tiger bit 
the boy, then the lion picked up the boy and dragged him to 
the cage door (witnesses say the lion seemed to be 
protecting, not attacking). 
6/8/2005 Homestead, FL An owner was treated with antivenin after his poisonous 
green mamba bit his left hand. 
6/6/2005 Allen County, 
OH 
Man grabs pet 3 year old cougar by tail to keep it from biting 
his mother, and is subsequently bitten himself on the leg. 
Cougar is confiscated. 
5/10/2005 Huntington, WV  13 year old girl bitten on knee and finger by monkey in 
parking lot. Owner fled with monkey.  
3/20/2005 Thackery, IL 4 year old girl bitten by pet cougar while reaching into its 
cage to pet it. Suffers bites on hand and arm. 
2/22/2005 LaPorte, IN  Man hospitalized after bite from illegally-owned pet Western 
diamondback rattlesnake.  
2/12/2005 Columbus, OH  Man who owns more than 20 venomous snakes bitten by a 
rhino viper. Given antivenin from the Cincinnati Zoo.  
2/7/2005 Dunlap, IN Man and his dog attacked by an escaped pet wolf hybrid 
while walking. Dog does not survive the attack. 
1/25/2005 Bronx, NY  A 38 year old Bronx man was moving a foot-long sidewinder 
snake from one tank to another Saturday when it bit his hand, 
necessitating a 2-day hospital stay.  
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1/23/2005 Baraboo, WI  8 year old girl nipped by a baby lion in a pet store. Bite 
barely broke skin.  
1/21/2005 Fenton, MI  A woman, 20, treated for a potentially serious hand wound 
after being bitten by a pet pygmy rattlesnake.  
12/7/2004 Eagle, WI  A former pet shop owner’s African spitting cobra bit him. 
12/7/2004 North Liberty, 
IN  
A wildebeest that was part of a man's menagerie of exotic 
animals trampled him to death on his northern Indiana 
farm. 
11/22/2004 Port St. Lucie, 
FL  
Woman scratched by an escaped wallaroo. Wallaroo and a 
goat both escaped, both owned by singer Vanilla Ice.  
10/14/2004 Huntsville, AL  Boy bitten on head by injured possible wolf hybrid that had 
been hit by a car (no actual verification that it was not just a 
dog). Animal ran away. 
9/4/2004 Cincinnati, OH  44 year old woman was bitten by an urutu pit viper in her 
home, drove herself to a hospital, and died there of 
complications 5 days later  
8/3/2004 Brooklyn, NY  2 year old boy bitten by macaque service monkey.  
5/28/2004 Ross County, 
OH  
33 year old woman suffers injuries to her arm when lioness 
owned by her father attacks her. Lion is shot and killed.  
5/23/2004 Weedsport, NY  College student’s arm is mangled by caged pet bear kept as 
part of an exotic animal menagerie. 22 year old girl’s left 
arm is amputated 2 inches below elbow.  
5/3/2004 Glenwood 
Springs, CO  
7 year old girl suffers injuries to her face when wolf hybrid 
jumps up and bites her while she is taking pictures of 
animals for school project.  
5/15/2004 Little Rock, AR  48 year old Scottish man found dead of venom after buying 4 
highly venomous snakes.  
4/3/2004 Boston, MA  Burmese python wraps tightly around its possessor and bites 
down on her wrist for more than 20 minutes before police 
arrive to remove snake.  
4/7/2004 Rose Hill, VA Snake-handling pastor dies after being bitten by a rattlesnake 
during Pentecostal Easter service. Difficult to classify as a pet, 
since this was an animal used in religious worship.  
4/24/2004 Penn Township, 
PA  
44 year old male bitten by pet monocle cobra.  
4/15/2004 Indio Hills, CA  Conflicting news reports about owner being pounced on by 
a pet tiger, but with no injuries. Owner was having financial 
difficulties. It was suggested that he made up the story to 
get rid of the tiger. Tiger was euthanized. 
3/17/2004 Massena, NY  4 year old is mauled by 1 of her grandmother’s pet cougars. 
Child is hospitalized for bruises to head and is treated for 
eye injury.  
3/10/2004 East Limestone, 
AL  
Man injured (minor) during a cougar escape. Cougar was 
immediately recaptured.  
2/24/2004 Porter, IN  Veterinarian with 35 years’ experience handling snakes 
narrowly avoids death when he is bitten by pet rattlesnake. 
Antivenin is located and administered at last minute.  
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2/13/2004 Elizabethtown, 
IL  
Man is mauled to death by pet lion while apparently 
changing bedding in lion's pen.  
2/10/2004 Port Sulphur, LA  Woman is attacked by her pet leopard while she pets animal 
inside its cage. She survives attack and is rushed to hospital, 
and undergoes surgery for cuts to face and skull. Police 
officers and her brother-in-law shoot the leopard.  
2/9/2004 Pequea, PA  17 year old boy may lose his finger after being bitten by his 
highly venomous West African bush viper snake. No antivenin 
exists for this type of pet.  
1/24/2004 Surry County, 
NC  
14 year old girl is mauled by her father's pet tiger while she 
is inside cage taking pictures of tiger. Father owns 4 tigers; 
after incident all are shot by owner.  
2/5/2004 Greenwich, NJ  20 year old man bitten after shoplifting 2 tiger pythons from 
Animal Trax pet store. Snakes bit man on thighs after he 
stuffed them down his pants to steal them. 
12/27/2003 Calvert County, 
MD  
Pigtailed macaque monkey bites left thumb of 49 year old 
man.  
12/15/2003 Millers Creek, 
NC    
10 year old boy is mauled to death by his aunt's pet tiger, 
who pulls boy under fence and into cage while boy was 
shoveling snow.  
11/28/2003 Gillette, WY  2 men are hospitalized after being bitten by 1 of 2 
rattlesnakes illegally kept at home.  
10/16/2003 Little Ferry, NJ  44-year-old man is found dead in his garage, victim of bite 
from his pet Gabon viper.  
10/4/2003 New York, NY  400-pound pet Bengal tiger bites his possessor on arm, 
sending man to hospital. Tiger is confiscated from man’s 
apartment along with an pet alligator. Both animals are 
illegal to own. Man faces criminal charges.  
10/1/2003 Birmingham, AL  Pet timber wolf bites 8 year old on left calf.  
8/16/2003 Town and 
Country, FL  
Man's pet mamba snake bites him half-dozen times on 
forearm and wrist and man is rushed to hospital. Man 
possesses 26 venomous snakes and 4 small crocodiles in his 
mobile home. 4 small children also reside in mobile home. 
Animals are confiscated. 
8/12/2003 Tampa, FL  First-grader is bitten by a classmate’s pygmy rattlesnake in 
classroom, after child brought snake to school. Unclear if it 
was a wild snake or “pet”. 
8/3/2003 Dayton, OH  Firefighter is bitten on his left hand by his pet rhino viper 
snake and is rushed to hospital, where he dies the next day.  
6/15/2003 Whitehall 
Township, PA  
Man is bitten on shoulder by 1 of several venomous snakes he 
keeps in his apartment. Police confiscate 10 snakes from 
apartment.  
6/6/2003 Rockledge, FL  80-pound Burmese python, Lurch, escapes from his cage and 
wraps tightly around leg of his possessor's mother. 
Paramedics arrive and free the woman.  
5/31/2003 Red Wing, MN Pet Siberian tiger euthanized for "attacking" 3 people. No 
injuries reported, however.  
181 
 
5/31/2003 Rhode Island  Pet piranha bites little girl. Girl is bitten on finger and 
immediately rushed to hospital, where she is expected to 
make complete recovery.  
5/16/2003 Leavenworth 
County, KS  
Man is attacked by pet bear.  
5/4/2003 Darlington 
County, NC  
Man is attacked by his water buffalo. After the attack, water 
buffalo is shot and killed.  
4/27/2003 Boise, ID  13 month old boy dies after being attacked by a wolf-hybrid. 
The wolf-hybrid repeatedly bites boy more than 100 times, 
eventually puncturing his jugular vein.  
4/8/2003 Dist. Of 
Columbia 
Burmese python bites HIV positive man. Man not seriously 
injured – likely is news only because the man is HIV positive.  
4/2/2003 Hennepin, IL  Owner of several exotic cats is killed by 2 tigers. Some 
suggestion by family and friends that he may have been 
suicidal.  
3/8/2003 Annapolis, MD  Woman is bitten on thumb by boyfriend's venomous snake 
and is rushed to hospital. Boyfriend is charged with reckless 
endangerment and importing a venomous snake into state.  
2/24/2003 Choctaw 
County, AL  
Deer mauls and gores 79 year old man to death while man is 
working on fence. Deer was man's pet.  
1/31/2003 Fort Myers, FL  Man is hospitalized and given 10 vials of antivenin after his 
pet cobra bites him in stomach.  
11/16/2002 Yacolt, WA  Man is bitten on lip by his pet rattlesnake when he attempts 
to kiss the snake for his friends.  
10/13/2002 Penn Township, 
PA  
Green mamba bites man on finger. Snake is in his cage when 
he bites man.  
10/11/2002 Jackson, NJ  Man is attacked by 1 of his 24 tigers. Man suffers severe 
injuries to his arm, head, and face. Man is husband of "Tiger 
Lady" Joan Byron-Marasek.  
9/30/2002 Ravenna, MI  3 month old girl is attacked in her crib by family’s pet 
raccoon. Girl will have to undergo major facial 
reconstructive surgery.  
9/8/2002 Pascagoula, MS  Man is bitten by his rattlesnake 4 times in the arm. Man is 
rushed to hospital where he receives 27 bottles of antivenin.  
9/1/2002 Bend, OR  Serval bites neck of 3 year old girl.  
8/29/2002 Tampa, FL  Pet kinkajou scratches and bites 3 children. Judge orders 
animal euthanized to determine if he had rabies. It did not. 
8/28/2002 Howard Beach, 
NY  
Woman is bitten on hand by her pet python while at motel.  
8/14/2002 Haywood 
County, NC  
Rattlesnake bites man's leg after he brings snake into his 
kitchen and force-feeds egg to snake.  
8/5/2002 Flathead 
County, MT  
Pet monkey has bitten at least 4 local people, including 1 at 
a restaurant and another at a fruit stand.  
8/4/2002 Davenport, IA Woman at Mississippi Valley Fair is bitten and scratched by a 
monkey while posing with him for a photo. Monkey is 
euthanized to test for rabies, HIV, hepatitis, and herpes B. 
All tests are negative. 
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7/29/2002 Charleston, SC  Pet skunk bites veterinary technician. Circuit judge orders 
skunk be euthanized and tested for rabies, which is 
negative.  
7/28/2002 Pocatello, ID  15 year old boy brings rattlesnake home to keep as pet. 
Rattlesnake strikes boy's right index finger and boy is rushed 
to hospital. Department of Fish and Game removes snake.  
7/26/2002 Sandy, UT  Junior, 6-foot long African rock python, bites fingers of his 16 
year old possessor. Police must use 2 pairs of scissors to pry 
snake off girl's hand. Girl suffers extensive puncture wounds.  
7/15/2002 Duluth, MN  Man bitten by his pet cobra is in critical condition.  
7/2/2002 Henrietta, NY  Man handles 3 timber rattlesnakes kept illegally in his home 
when 1 snake bites him.  
7/1/2002 West Concord, 
MN  
Cindy Lou, captive black bear, lunges at 7 year old girl, biting 
her right leg and taking her to ground. Girl is in enclosed pen 
while grandfather feeds several of his pet bears.  
7/1/2002 Muskego, WI  Rocko, a pet wallaby, bites 6 year old boy on finger while 
boy is in Rocko's pen. Boy and a second boy run away, but 
Rocko chases both, kicks 2nd boy and knocks him to the 
ground. Rocko previously escaped in May.  
6/24/2002 Montgomery 
County, TX  
Pet macaque monkey bites a 9 year old boy and monkey's 
possessor, and scratches a firefighter who tries to help.  
6/2/2002 Wickliffe, KY  5 year old boy is mauled to death by wolf hybrid during visit 
to his grandmother’s house. Owner of animal is ordered to 
serve 6 months in jail with picture of child on her cell wall.  
5/2/2002 Calais, ME  2 wolf hybrids attacked 2 neighbors’ dogs and bite a woman 
on chin when she attempts to break up the fight. Same wolf 
hybrids involved in a 1999 incident with neighbor dogs.  
5/2/2002 IN  10 year old boy is attacked by Burmese python while visiting 
pet store. Snake’s possessor brings animal into store and 
allows boy to hold snake. Boy is bitten on shoulder and chest 
and suffers 40 puncture wounds before animal is removed.  
4/28/2002 Easley, SC  8 year old boy is bitten on leg by father's pet tiger.  
3/22/2002 Menifee, CA  Wolf hybrid bites 10 year old boy in parking lot. Boy suffers 
puncture wounds, scrapes, and bruises when he is bitten 
and is dragged more than 20 feet by the wolf hybrid.  
2/3/2002 Aurora, CO 43 year old man strangled to death by his 10-foot Burmese 
python. 
2/3/2002 Loxahatchee, FL  750-pound pet Siberian-Bengal mix tiger bites head of 58 
year old woman.  
1/17/2002 Hollywood, FL  Pet iguana bites off teenager's fingertip.  
1/16/2002 Newark, DE Body of 42 yr old man discovered being eaten by his 7 pet 
Nile monitor lizards. No evidence they killed him - just ate him 
afterward.  
1/16/2002 Palm Beach, FL  31 year old man is bitten by captive Diamondback 
rattlesnake. He receives treatment at nearby hospital.  
1/11/2002 Knoxville, TN  Pet monkey accused of biting neighbor is held pending 
investigation.  
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1/10/2002 Arroyo Hondo, 
NM  
61 year old woman is killed by her son's pet wolf hybrid.  
12/17/2001 West Haven, CT  25 year old bitten by his pet cobra. Man is hospitalized for 
several days while undergoing anti-venom treatment and 
surgery may be required to repair damage by venom.  
12/6/2001 Forsyth County, 
NC  
6 year old child loses her leg after attack by 2 pet wolf 
hybrids.  
11/23/2001 Cleveland, OH  Pet monkey at bar bites woman on both hands, inflicting 16 
puncture wounds.  
10/26/2001 Gainesville, FL  Man bitten by coral snake is in stable condition after receiving 
antivenin. It is uncertain how man came to be bitten by 
snake, but it is presumed that snake was his pet.  
10/10/2001 Jacksonville, FL 10 1/2 foot albino boa latches onto wrist of man and will not 
let go. Snake is killed in trying to free the man. 
10/10/2001 Lexington, TX  3 year old boy is killed by his step-grandfather's pet tiger. 
Tiger grabs boy's foot and takes off running.  
10/3/2001 Pompano, FL  Woman is bitten by 5-foot long Monaco cobra and falls into 
coma. Snake's possessor does not have permit to keep snake 
and does not accompany woman to hospital to inform 
medical personnel what type of antivenin to use, and is 
charged with 4 misdemeanors for owning and storing snake 
improperly.  
9/27/2001 Palm Harbor, FL  Man is bitten on hand by a coral snake.  
9/13/2001 Richfield, WI  33 year old man is bitten by 2 of his pet venomous snakes 
while attempting to clean their cages. He is bitten on right 
forearm by an Indian cobra and on left index finger by an 
Egyptian cobra.  
8/26/2001 Leavenworth 
County, KS  
Pet bear bites 31 year old man on his right inside forearm.  
8/22/2001 Irwin, PA  8-year-old girl dies after her family's 10-foot long pet 
Burmese python escapes from its tank, wraps around her 
neck while she is sleeping, and suffocates her. Snake is 1 of 5 
"pet" snakes owned by family.  
8/19/2001 Leavenworth 
County, KS  
Pet lion bites woman trying to feed peaches to some bears.  
8/18/2001 Haywood 
County, NC  
Man is bitten on leg by his pet rattlesnake after he tries to 
feed egg to snake.  
8/18/2001 London, KY  Pet monkey bites 6 year old girl on arm during county 
festival. Monkey was startled – normally sleeps with 
possessor's daughter.  
7/27/2001 Berkeley 
County, WV  
Pet monkey bites 3 children and is placed under quarantine 
while tested for diseases. Monkey tests negative for 
hepatitis B.  
7/5/2001 South Carolina  Man is bitten by his pet Asiatic spitting cobra and is flown to 
Florida hospital for antivenin.  
6/12/2001 Ridgeland, MS  1 year old pet vervet (African green monkey) bites and 
scratches a child. He had previously bitten another child.  
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5/17/2001 Beloit, WI  10-foot long python escapes his homemade glass cage and 
crawls into bed of 5 year old boy. Snake clamps onto boy's 
hand and coils around his arm. Boy is treated for bruising and 
puncture wounds from the fangs.  
5/12/2001 Vallejo, CA  4 pet Alaskan wolves escape their enclosure and attack 
neighbor woman. Wolves tear her clothes but she escapes 
injury.  
4/25/2001 Jackson County, 
IL  
4 year old boy is mauled to death by wolf hybrid. Wolf 
hybrid bites boy several times and severs his jugular vein.  
4/10/2001 Todd County, 
MN  
Man is mauled by pet bear while fixing corncrib used to cage 
bear.  
3/1/2001 New York, NY  3-foot long pet California King snake slithers up 4 flights of 
stairs and into an apartment, attacking a sleeping child. 3-
year old is rushed to nearby Mount Sinai Hospital.   
2/28/2001 Menifee, CA  Wolf hybrid attacks 9 year old boy playing with animal. 
Boy's bites require 20 stitches.  
2/5/2001 Santa Clara, CA  10 year old vervet monkey, Oliver, bites owner while she 
feeds him, requiring stitches. Oliver has bitten her on 
previous occasions.  
12/6/2000 Oklahoma City, 
OK  
5 year old capuchin monkey bites boy at Home Depot. 
Monkey is taken to shelter to be tested for any 
communicable diseases and is released after testing 
negative.  
11/29/2000 Morgan County, 
MO 
Simba, an African lion, escapes enclosure, kills the family 
dog and 6 puppies, and traps a small boy in a bathroom. Boy 
is rescued through a window with no injuries. Possessor is 
charged with child endangerment. 
9/28/2000 Tulsa, OK  Pet monkey, Barney, injures child at a motel. Monkey either 
bites or scratches 4 year old girl's cheek. Barney's possessor 
is staying in room adjacent to girl's room.  
9/16/2000 Mapleton, KS  75 year old woman is killed by pet male deer she raised.  
9/8/2000 Salina, KS  Emu gets loose and injures animal control officer. Animal 
control officer was attempting to subdue bird by tranquilizer 
gun. However, officer is injured and bird subsequently dies.  
8/3/2000 Sprague, WV  Pet chimpanzee, Herbie, gets loose from his cage and bites 2 
individuals while roaming neighborhood. Herbie is subdued 
and returned to owner's home. In 1998, Herbie jumped into 
a postal truck, and tried to take the driver's seat, causing 
truck to slam into a parked vehicle.  
8/3/2000 Southwest 
Ranches, FL  
Pet monkey, Mikey, bites 2 teenage girls after he escapes 
from home. Girls sustain bites to arms and faces.  
8/1/2000 San Angelo, TX  Monkey, Ted E. Bear, bites owner and is shot and killed by 
owner. Owner is treated at hospital and subsequently 
released. This monkey previously bit man in a January, 1998 
incident.  
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7/20/2000 Kansasville, WI  Pet snow monkey escapes from his home and attacks 73 
year old neighbor, biting him on both legs. Then monkey 
jumps into post office truck, biting female postal worker. 
Both are treated at hospital and released. Monkey is 
euthanized and tested for Herpes B. He is negative. 
7/18/2000 Platte County, 
MO  
Neighbor's pet rhesus monkey jumps on shoulder of young 
boy and bites his arm.  
7/12/2000 Kansas City, MO  Pet chimpanzee bites child and then picks up another child 
and throws her. Jackson County Animal Control takes 
chimpanzee into custody and owner is arrested.  
7/1/2000 Anne Arundel 
County, MD  
Authorities seize pet monkey after he bites someone in bar 
where his possessor had taken him.  
6/30/2000 Louisville, KY  Pet vervet, Angelica, bites her possessor on neck and “goes 
for jugular”, leaving puncture wounds in possessor's neck.  
6/1/2000 Wisconsin  Pet capuchin attacks his possessor. Monkey grabs can of 
deck sealant to throw, then drops can and leaps on man, 
biting his stomach. Monkey has history of biting.  
5/31/2000 Columbia, MD  Pet spider monkey escapes from its home and roams 
neighborhood. Woman sees monkey in her tree, grabs bread 
and bites her on upper left thigh. Monkey is not captured.  
5/20/2000 Madison, AL  15 year old boy is bitten on left index finger by pet 
copperhead snake. Boy is taken to hospital for treatment and 
subsequently released. Also found in boy's room are pythons, 
boa constrictors, an alligator, and a South American 
Crocodile. All are confiscated. 
5/17/2000 Buffalo, NY  Man is bitten on hand by his venomous Gabon viper and is 
rushed to emergency room to receive antivenin. Man also 
possesses 8-foot, 250-pound alligator and numerous other 
venomous snakes.  
3/27/2000 Murphy, AR  Former Little Rock Zoo Director, David Westbrook, is bitten by 
his pet rattlesnake. Westbrook owns 48 snakes, 6 of which 
are venomous.  
3/27/2000 Anne Arundel 
County, MD  
Pet wolf hybrid mauls 6 year old boy. Wolf hybrid, 
Cheyenne, escapes from cage, jumps into neighbor's yard, 
and attacks boy. Boy requires 80 stitches to his arm.  
3/15/2000 Channelview, 
TX  
Pet Bengal tiger tears off 4 year old boy's arm. Boy's arm is 
severed just above elbow by caged tiger housed in backyard 
of boy's uncle's house. Boy stuck his arm through gap in 
tiger's chain-link cage to try to pet the tiger.  
2/13/2000 Lansing, IL  9 year old Macaque monkey, Zip, attacks his owner. Zip 
latches fangs into woman's head, arms, and legs. She spends 
10 days in hospital and loses 1-1/2 pints of blood. Zip is 
euthanized. Zip had previously bitten the woman and 
attacked family dog.  
1/15/2000 Palm Harbor, FL  Pet spider monkey escapes from his cage, finds his way to a 
neighborhood park, and attacks a Siberian husky. Dog's 
owner is also bitten by monkey.  
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APPENDIX C: EXOTIC PET INCIDENTS, BY STATE 
 
State Total Mammals Fatalities 
Mammal 
Fatalities 
Alabama 5 4 1 1 
Alaska 0 0 0 0 
Arizona 3 3 0 0 
Arkansas 3 0 1 0 
California 9 7 0 0 
Colorado 4 3 2 1 
Connecticut 2 1 1 0 
Delaware 1 0 0 0 
District of 
Colombia 1 0 0 0 
Florida 34 19 1 1 
Georgia 2 1 1 1 
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 
Idaho 2 1 1 1 
Illinois 6 6 3 3 
Indiana 7 3 2 1 
Iowa 3 3 0 0 
Kansas 8 7 1 1 
Kentucky 4 4 1 1 
Louisiana 2 2 0 0 
Massachusetts 4 2 0 0 
Maryland 5 4 0 0 
Mississippi 5 4 0 0 
Montana 1 1 0 0 
Michigan 4 2 0 0 
Maine 1 1 0 0 
Missouri 9 7 0 0 
Minnesota 7 6 1 1 
Nebraska 1 0 1 0 
Nevada 2 1 1 1 
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 
New Jersey 4 2 1 0 
New Mexico 2 1 1 1 
New York 15 8 2 1 
North Carolina 12 8 1 1 
Ohio 16 13 3 1 
Oklahoma 4 4 1 1 
Oregon 4 4 0 0 
Pennsylvania 8 2 3 2 
Rhode Island 1 0 0 0 
South Carolina 3 2 0 0 
South Dakota 0 0 0 0 
Tennessee 5 4 1 0 
Texas 9 9 2 2 
Utah 2 0 0 0 
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State Total Mammals Fatalities 
Mammal 
Fatalities 
Vermont 0 0 0 0 
Virginia 5 2 3 0 
Washington 4 3 0 0 
West Virginia 3 3 0 0 
Wisconsin 10 5 0 0 
Wyoming 1 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX D: FATALITIES BY STATE (MAMMAL INCIDENTS IN BOLD) 
 
AL  Deer mauls and gores 79 year old man to death while man is working on fence. Deer 
was man's pet.  
AR  48 year old Scottish man found dead of venom after buying 4 highly venomous snakes.  
CO Man killed by captive elk while he feeds it. 
CO 43 year old man strangled to death by his 10-foot Burmese python. 
CT  25 year old is bitten by his venomous pet cobra. Man is hospitalized for several days 
while undergoing anti-venom treatment and surgery may be required to repair damage 
done by venom.  
FL Local TV news crew is present when 1800-lb camel becomes upset, kicks owner and 
sits on her, killing her. 
GA 66 year old man gored to death by 400-lb male red deer.  
ID  13 month old boy dies after being attacked by a wolf-hybrid. The wolf-hybrid 
repeatedly bites boy more than 100 times, eventually puncturing his jugular vein.  
IL  Man is mauled to death by pet lion while apparently changing bedding in lion's pen.  
IL  Owner of several exotic cats killed by 2 tigers. Some suggestion by family and friends 
that he may have been suicidal. 
IL  4 year old boy is mauled to death by wolf hybrid. Wolf hybrid bites boy several times 
and severs his jugular vein.  
IN Man crushed to death by his pet 14-foot python. 
IN  A wildebeest that was part of a man's menagerie of exotic animals trampled him to 
death on his northern Indiana farm  
KS  75 year old woman is killed by pet deer she raised from infancy.  
KY  5 year old boy is mauled to death by wolf-hybrid during visit to his grandmother’s 
house. Owner of animal is ordered to serve 6 months in jail with picture of child on 
her cell wall.  
MN 500-lb Bengal tiger kills 52 year old female owner. Tiger must be shot to retrieve 
body. 
NC    10 year old boy is mauled to death by his aunt's pet tiger, which pulls boy under fence 
and into cage while boy was shoveling snow.  
NE 34 year old Nebraska man dies after being strangled by his 9-foot, 25-lb boa constrictor. 
NJ  44 year old man is found dead in his garage, victim of bite from his pet Gabon viper.  
NM  61 year old woman is killed by her son's pet wolf hybrid.  
NV 73 year old woman dies after being attacked by some of her 8 wolf hybrids. 
NY A woman died after apparently being bitten by her pet Black Mamba. The woman also 
had more than six dozen snakes, 56 of which were venomous, including a cobra, which 
is illegal to possess without a permit. 
NY Deer attacks and kills 43 year old male owner.  
OH A pet bear fatally mauled its caretaker during a feeding on the owner's property. 
OH  44 year old woman was bitten by an urutu pit viper in her home, drove herself to a 
hospital, and died there of complications 5 days later  
OH  Firefighter is bitten on his left hand by his pet rhino viper snake and is rushed to 
hospital, where he dies next day.  
OK 32 year old man attacked and killed by pet liger while feeding it. 
PA Woman killed by pet bear. Neighbor shoots bear as it is attacking her. Woman also 
owned a lion and a tiger (all licensed).  
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PA Woman mauled to death by pet wolf hybrid. 
PA  8 year old girl dies after her family's 10-foot long pet Burmese python escapes from its 
tank, wraps around her neck and suffocates her. Snake is 1 of 5 "pet" snakes owned by 
family.  
TN Man dies of allergic reaction from bite of friend's pet copperhead.  
TX A Harrison County man in his 60's was killed by his pet deer. The 550lb deer pinned 
the man against a fence and gored/trampled him. The deer was shot and killed. 
TX  3 year old boy is killed by his step-grandfather's pet tiger. Tiger grabs boy's foot and 
takes off running.  
VA 25 yr old woman found dead in home by her husband. She died from asphyxiation 
caused by neck compression. Family's python is missing from cage.  
VA Snake-handling pastor dies after being bitten by a rattlesnake during Pentecostal Easter 
service. 
VA Man illegally keeping rattlesnakes and copperheads in home was found dead with a 
snake bite. 
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APPENDIX E: INJURIES TO NON-FAMILY MEMBERS BY EXOTIC PETS 
 
Wolves and Wolf-hybrids (7; 4 involve children) 
1. Pet wolf-hybrid mauls 6-year-old boy. Wolf-hybrid, Cheyenne, escapes from 
cage, jumps into neighbor's yard, and attacks boy. Boy requires 80 stitches to his 
arm.  
2. 4 pet Alaskan wolves escape their enclosure and attack neighbor woman. Wolves 
tear her clothes but she escapes injury.  
3. 2 wolf hybrids attacked 2 neighbors’ dogs and bite woman on chin when she 
attempts to break up fight. Same wolf hybrids involved in 1999 incident.  
4. Wolf-hybrid bites 10-year-old boy in parking lot. Boy suffers puncture wounds, 
scrapes, and bruises when he is bitten and is dragged more than 20 feet.  
5. 7-year-old girl suffers injuries to her face when wolf-hybrid jumps up and bites 
her while she is taking pictures of animals for school project.  
6. Boy bitten on head by injured wolf-dog that had been hit by a car (no actual 
verification that it was not just a dog)  
7. Man and his dog attacked by a wolf-hybrid while walking. Dog does not survive 
the attack. 
 
Large Cats (3; 3 involve children) 
1. 8-yr old girl nipped by a baby lion in a pet store. Bite barely broke skin.  
2. 10 year old’s spinal chord severed by neighbor's pet tiger and lion. Reports are 
conflicting, but apparently the tiger bit the boy, then the lion picked up the boy 
and dragged him to the cage door (meaning the lion seemed to be protecting, not 
attacking) 
3. 5-yr old boy bitten by tiger cub while playing with it outside of its cage. 
 
Mountain Lions (3; 2 involve children) 
1. A caseworker visiting the home of Evelyn Shaw, who was working to adopt her 
two nieces, was bitten on the finger by Ms. Shaw's pet mountain lion. 
2. 10-yr old girl bitten by mountain lion at home of a family friend after being told 
not to pet them. 
3. 16-yr old girl injured by mountain lion as she and boyfriend attempt to burglarize 
a house.  
 
Small Cats (3; 2 involve children) 
1. Siberian Lynx attacks neighbor’s 6-yr old girl, lynx is shot 
2. A cat described by its owner as part bobcat and part tabby bit a toddler at a 
shopping mall. The boy sustained shallow scratches on his neck. No verification if 
this is a hybrid cat. 
3. Man playing Santa at PetsMart is bitten by a "large cat" during a photo event. 
Possessor disappeared after incident.  
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Bears (2; 0 involve children) 
1. A family‘s pet bear repeatedly escaped from its cage and attacked a sheriff‘s 
deputy‘s patrol car last week - no injuries 
2. 500-lb bear escapes pen and breaks into neighbor's house. She is mauled - 
hospitalized with broken rib, lacerations and bruised lung. 
 
Hoofed Animals (1; 0 involve children) 
1. Man bitten and dragged by zebra as he attempted to paint a fence at friend's farm. 
Suffers compound fracture to arm. 
 
Marsupials (3; 0 involve children) 
1. Landscaper attacked by client's kangaroo. 
2. Wallaroo escapes from pen and bites neighbor before being shot. 
3. Woman scratched by an escaped wallaroo. Wallaroo and goat both escaped, 
owned by Vanilla Ice.  
 
Other Small Animals (3; 1 involves children) 
1. Escaped kinkajou bites and claws 82 yr old woman on her front porch, requiring 
more than 20 stitches. Kinkajou is put to sleep and tested for rabies 
2. Pet kinkajou scratches and bites 3 children. Judge orders animal be euthanized to 
determine if he had rabies.  
3. Pet skunk bites veterinary technician. Circuit judge orders skunk be euthanized. 
 
Lemurs (2; 1 involves children) 
1. A lemur used in a street exhibition in Old Town allegedly bit a tourist on the 
cheek. 
2. 8-yr old boy attacked by illegal pet lemur at home of his father's friend.  
 
Primates (55; 25 involve children) 
1. Rhesus macaque bit and scratched an elderly woman. She and neighbors had been 
feeding it. Unknown if escaped pet or wild. 
2. Mookie, a capuchin, bit a man on the shin, under quarantine. 
3. Pet monkey named Zeke escaped a backyard cage and bit/scratched two people. 
Taken to a sanctuary. 
4. Marmoset in a bag on a motorcycle bit a police officer who was reaching over to 
turn off the engine. 10 days quarantine.  
5. Officials are investigating a report that a child was scratched by a monkey at a 
day care center. The Capuchin monkey named Charlie is a kept as a "pet" at the 
daycare. Although the owners state that the primate has a good bill of health, the 
child was taken to the hospital to undergo rabies shots. 
6. A marmoset escaped and bit three neighbors while on the loose. It was 
euthanized.  
7. A pet macaque was euthanized after biting a neighbor woman. Animal control 
officers stated that this was not the first time the animal had bit a human. 
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8. A woman took her pet monkey into a pet supply store where it bit a clerk. The 
monkey is being quarantined by the City Health Department and the clerk that 
was bitten is undergoing treatment for rabies and other disease as a precaution. 
9. A 8-year old girl was attacked by a macaque monkey that was in a nearby car. 
10. Authorities shot and killed a pet monkey after it escaped and attacked a woman 
(who had to be hospitalized) and a sheriff's deputy. Four other monkeys were 
found in the owner's home, in bad living conditions. 
11. 9-yr old girl bitten by a service monkey that was in a cage at a campground. The 
girl was not seriously injured. 
12. A 6 year old grivet monkey escaped and was on the loose for about two hours. 
During the time he was loose, he scratched two young girls, who did not need 
medical attention and the monkey was recaptured by his guardian. 
13. Black Capped Capuchin bites or scratches (unclear) "babysitter" while owner is 
away. Euthanized to check for rabies (negative.) 
14. A black and white capuchin jumped on a man's shoulder and bit him on the ear. 
The victim was taken to a local hospital. Authorities are looking for the owner. 
15. Deputies with the HCSO Narcotics Unit found, and was assaulted by, aggressive 
primates while conducting a search for methamphetamine production. One of the 
primates attacked and ripped an officer's jacket. 
16. A pet capuchin monkey kept by famed artist and bed-and-breakfast owner, Allen 
Hirsch, attacked a Queens hairdresser while she was staying at his bed and 
breakfast. She was left with a scar that snakes down her cheek.  
17. 3 yr old girl bitten on the hand 35-pound Japanese snow macaque. Euthanized to 
test for rabies and Herpes B. 
18. 6-yr old girl bitten on face by a service monkey after being warned not to pet it.  
19. Timmy, a 9-yr old chimpanzee escapes and attempts to attack a police officer, 
even trying to open the car door. He is shot and killed. Owner was also hoarding 3 
monkeys and more than 200 dogs. 
20. Travis, a 15-yr old chimpanzee, attacks owner's friend - blinds her and rips off her 
nose, ears and hands. He then attacks police officer, who shoots and kills him. 
21. Pet monkey bites teenage girl in park. 
22. Pet Japanese snow macaque bites woman visiting owner's home.  
23. 6-yr old girl bitten on finger by neighbor's pet Java macaque. Monkey  (Mikey) is 
euthanized and tests negative for rabies. 
24. Capuchin bites small child visiting owner's home.  
25. Pet spider monkey escapes and bites 3 people - monkey euthanized, tested 
negative for rabies. 
26. Rhesus macaque bites 2 children, and owner flees.  
27. Japanese snow macaque bites IRS agent. Taken to API primate sanctuary. 
28. Pet rhesus macaque escapes and bites 14 yr old girl. Monkey taken to API primate 
sanctuary in TX.  
29. 3 yr old girl attacked by neighbor's escaped pet monkey.  
30. Boy attacked by pet vervet monkey of neighbor's. 
31. Rhesus monkey bites a person and is euthanized. 
32. 2 children bitten in their front yard by neighbor's pet monkey. 
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33. Buddy the monkey escaped from his home, jumped into a truck and bit a 20-yr 
old man. 
34. Monkey bites clerk in a drive-through window 
35. 13 yr old girl bitten on knee and finger by monkey in parking lot. Owner fled with 
monkey.  
36. 2-year old boy bitten by macaque service monkey.  
37. Pigtailed macaque monkey bites left thumb of 49-year-old man.  
38. Pet monkey has bitten at least 4 local people, including 1 at restaurant and another 
at fruit stand on U.S. Route 2.  
39. Woman at Mississippi Valley Fair is bitten and scratched by a monkey while 
posing with him for a photo. Monkey is euthanized to test for rabies, HIV, 
hepatitis, and herpes B. 
40. Pet macaque monkey bites 9-year old boy and monkey's possessor, and scratches 
firefighter who tries to help.  
41. Pet monkey accused of biting neighbor is held pending investigation.  
42. Pet monkey at bar bites woman on both hands, inflicting 16 puncture wounds.  
43. Pet monkey bites 6-year-old girl on arm during county festival. Monkey sleeps 
with possessor's daughter.  
44. Pet monkey bites 3 children and is placed under quarantine while tested for 
diseases. Monkey tests negative for hepatitis B.  
45. 1-year-old pet vervet (African green monkey) bites and scratches child. Vervet 
had previously bitten another child.  
46. 5-year-old Capuchin monkey bites boy at Home Depot. Monkey is taken to 
shelter to be tested for any communicable diseases and is released after testing 
negative.  
47. Monkey, Barney, injures child at motel. Monkey either bites or scratches 4-year-
old girl's cheek. Barney's possessor is staying in room adjacent to girl's room.  
48. Pet chimpanzee, Herbie, gets loose from cage and bites 2 individuals while 
roaming neighborhood. Herbie is subdued and returned to owner's home. In 1998, 
Herbie tried to take driver's seat of postal truck, causing truck to slam into parked 
vehicle.  
49. Pet monkey, Mikey, bites 2 teenage girls after he escapes from home. Girls 
sustain bites to arms and faces.  
50. Pet snow monkey escapes from his home and attacks 73-year-old neighbor, biting 
him on both legs. Then monkey jumps into post office truck, attacking and biting 
female postal worker. Both people are treated at hospital and released. Monkey is 
euthanized and tested for Herpes B.  
51. Neighbor's pet rhesus monkey jumps on shoulder of young boy and bites his arm.  
52. Pet chimpanzee bites child and then picks up another child and throws her. 
Jackson County Animal Control takes chimpanzee into custody and owner is 
arrested.  
53. Authorities seize pet monkey after he bites someone in bar where his possessor 
had taken him.  
54. Pet spider monkey escapes from its home and roams neighborhood. Woman sees 
monkey in her tree, goes to feed monkey piece of bread, and monkey charges 
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after her, grabs bread and bites woman on upper left thigh. Monkey is not 
captured.  
55. Pet spider monkey escapes from his cage, finds his way to neighborhood park and 
attacks Siberian husky. Dog's owner is bitten by monkey.  
 
Pythons (6; 3 involve children) 
1. 15-month old boy bitten by escaped python in local park.  
2. 20-yr old man bitten after shoplifting 2 tiger pythons from Animal Trax pet store.  
3. 10-year-old boy is attacked by Burmese python while visiting pet store. Snake’s 
possessor brings animal into store and allows boy to hold snake. Boy is bitten on 
shoulder and chest and suffers 40 puncture wounds before animal is removed.  
4. A woman was bitten and squeezed by a python or boa constrictor in her yard, 
believed to be an escaped pet. 
5. An 11-foot python escaped from its owner and bit a neighbor in the leg before 
being captured 
6. 2-foot ball python entered an apartment and wrapped itself around the foot of a 
sleeping infant. The infant was taken to a hospital and released. 
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APPENDIX F: SURVEY RESULTS OF STATISTICAL DATA 
 
Animal Category 
a : Hoofstock (deer, pigs, goats, camels, zebra, horses, chevrotains, antelope, vicuna , giraffe, 
okapi, tapirs, rhinos, hippos) 
b: Primates (apes, old world monkeys, new world monkeys, lemurs, lorises, tarsiers, aye-ayes, 
bush babies (galagos), marmosets, tamarins) 
c: Sea Mammals (dolphins, porpoises, whales, manatees, seals, sea lions) 
d: Marsupials and Monotremes (kangaroos, wallabies, wombats, bandicoots, possums, 
opossums, quolls, Tasmanian devils, sugar gliders, numbats, koalas, platypus, spiny anteaters) 
e: Viverridae <Mongooses> (mongooses, cusimanses (kusimanses), meerkats, civets, genets, 
binturongs, linsangs) 
f: Mustelids (weasels, stoats, polecats, badgers, honey badgers, wolverines, otters, skunks, 
wolverines, martens) 
g: Procyonids (raccoons, coatis, ringtails, cacomistles,  kinkajous, olingos) 
h: Cats (large <Panthera = lion, tiger, jaguar, leopard, snow leopard; also cheetah and mountain 
lion> and small <Felidae = all types except felis domesticus>, also hybrids) 
i: Canids and Foxes (wolves, red wolves, dingoes, jackals, coyotes, dholes, African wild dogs, 
Asian raccoon dog, foxes (red, arctic, fennec, bat-eared, swift, kit, gray, etc), also hybrids) 
j: Other Carnivores (aardwolf, hyenas, bears) 
k: Rodents (rats, mice, squirrels, prairie dogs, beavers, groundhogs (marmots), agoutis, gophers, 
springhaas (springhares), porcupines, maras, capybaras, pacas) 
l: Insectivores (tenrecs, moles, hedgehogs, shrews) 
m: Other Small Mammals (armadillos, rabbits, hares, pikas, hyraxes) 
n: Other Large Mammals (aardvarks, sloths, anteaters, pangolins, elephants) 
 
Education Level  
ed1 did not finish high school 
ed2 high school diploma / GED 
ed3 some college 
ed4 associate degree 
ed5 bachelor's degree 
ed6 master's degree 
ed7 PhD 
 
Category of Participants’ Occupations 
1 no occupation (homemaker, retired, unemployed, disabled) 
2 animal related business owner 
3 veterinarian, zoo worker, kennel worker, rehabber, etc 
4 education 
5 student 
6 science / research 
7 military / government 
8 public service (police, firefighter, social work, etc) 
9 healthcare 
10 law 
11 architect, engineer 
12 computer-related (web designer, developer, analyst, IT, tech support, help-desk, etc) 
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13 accounting / finance 
14 writer, editor, bookbinder 
15 artist, entertainer, musician 
16 food service (cook, baker, waiter, bartender) 
17 office (call center, general, secretarial, managerial, etc) 
18 service (real estate, travel, grocery, retail, sales, antique dealer, etc) 
19 artisan (jeweler, furniture maker, etc) 
20 labor (mechanic, factory worker, warehouse worker, dockworker, plumber, carpenter, 
lawn care, maintenance, custodian, etc)  
21 driver  
22 farmer / rancher 
23 other 
 
Category of Businesses related to Animals 
N none 
B breeder 
D dealer 
E exhibitor / educator 
S sanctuary / rescue / shelter 
 
License or Permit Types 
ub USDA breeder 
ue USDA exhibitor 
ud USDA dealer 
sp state permit 
cp city permit 
lp other local permit 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p1 squirrel monkey b 1 1 NY f e6 4 N sp 
p2 serval, cheetah h 2 2 MI m e4 20 N   
p3 
serval (2), bobcat 
(2), lynx, 
mountain lion, 
eastern gray 
squirrel h, k 2 7 FL f e3 5, 7 N sp 
p4 fennec (6) i 1 6 VA f e4 2, 9, 13 B, E ub, ue 
p5 red fox (2) i 1 2 IL f e2 2, 3 B sp 
p6 
opossum (2), 
skunk (2), 
kinkajou, degu 
(4) d, f, g, k 4 9 FL f e4 2, 3 E ue, sp 
p7 
axis deer, 
mountain lion, 
serval a, h 3 3 FL f e3 9 B, D, E, S sp 
p8 fennec   i 1 1 CA f e5 16, 17 N   
p9 
genet, skunk (2), 
kinkajou, degu 
(5), hedgehog e, f, g, k, l 5 10 IN f e5 2 E ue, sp 
p10 
black-tailed 
prairie dog k 1 1 MD f e3 16 N   
p11 mink  f 1 1 MN f e4 12 N   
p12 mongoose e 1 1 MI m e6 12 N   
p13 
fennec (2), 
southern flying 
squirrel i, k 2 3 VA f e7 10 S   
p14 spotted genet e 1 1 FL f e6 9 N sp 
p15 raccoon g 1 1 FL f e4 3 S sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p16 fennec i 1 1 IN f e3 3, 20 N   
p17 
european polecat 
(2) f 1 2 ID f e5 4, 18 S   
p18 hedgehog l 1 1 IL f e4 12, 17 N   
p19 
fat-tailed gerbil 
(3) k 1 3 IL f e5 10, 14, 18 E   
p20 
opossum , skunk 
(3), raccoon d, f, g 3 5 TX f e3 10 S   
p21 sugar glider d 1 1 KY f e3 1 N   
p22 degu (2) k 1 2 IN f e3 5, 17 N   
p23 skunk f 1 1 OR f e5 4, 9 N   
p24 
degu (7), 
Gambian 
pouched rat (7), 
dormouse (5), 
squirrel, Provost 
squirrel (3), 
capybara (4), 
agouti (3) k 7 30 IL f e5 14 S   
p25 
Gambian puched 
rat (12) k 1 12 GA f e3 14 N   
p26 raccoon (12) g 1 12 TX f e6 2, 10 S   
p27 
Barbados sheep, 
Vietnamese pot-
bellied pig, 
raccoon (2) a, g 3 4 LA f e5 2, 9 E, S sp 
p28 spider monkey b 1 1 IL f e2 18 N   
p29 raccoon g 1 1 SC f e3 17, 20 N   
p30 hedgehog l 1 1 FL m e3 13 B   
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p31 
raccoon, sugar 
glider (2) d, g 2 2 NC f e3 2, 4 E ue, sp 
p32 
marbled arctic 
fox (2), silver-
phase red fox, 
wolfdog, gray 
squirrel (2), 
hedgehog i, k, l 5 7 FL f e7 4 E, S sp, lp 
p33 serval h 1 1 TN f e5 9 N   
p34 red fox (2) i 1 2 IA f e5 5 N   
p35 
Geoffrey 
marmoset, 
pencillata 
marmoset, 
kinkajou, squirrel b, g, k 4 4 FL f e5 23 B, E, S sp, lp 
p36 skunk, kinkajou f, g 2 2 MI f e3 23 N   
p37 wolfdog i 1 1 NE f e4 17 N   
p38 micro-mini pig a 1 1 TX f e3 1 N   
p39 
tamandua 
anteater n 1 1 OR f e3 2, 12 E ue 
p40 seval (2) h 1 2 WA f e4 1 N   
p41 
pot-bellied pig, 
snow macaque 
(2), capuchin, 
Java macaque, 
mountain lion  a, b, h 5 6 OH f e3 1 N lp 
p42 wolfdog i 1 1 MI f e6 23 N   
p43 wolfdog (2) i 1 2 VA f e5 1 N   
p44 wolf, brown bear i, j 2 2 MT m e5 1 E   
 
200 
 
Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p45 wolfdog (4) i 1 4 IN f e2 20 N   
p46 
white-tail deer, 
Barbados sheep 
(4), capuchin, 
Siberian tiger, 
mountain lion 
(2), leopard (5), 
fox squirrel a, b, h, k 7 15 FL f e4 1 E sp 
p47 serval h 1 1 SC f e6 4 B, E   
p48 wolfdog i 1 1 TN m e5 1 N   
p49 
wolfdog, 
hedgehog i, l 2 2 KS f e6 4, 22 N   
p50 wolfdog (6)  i 1 6 AZ f e3 2, 18 N   
p51 wolfdog (2) i 1 2 UT f e3 2, 3 B, E   
p52 wolfdog (4) i 1 4 OK f e2 18, 21 B   
p53 wolfdog i 1 1 TX f e6 8 N lp 
p54 skunk, raccoon f, g 2 2 MI f e3 20 N   
p55 serval h 1 1 KY f e4 9 N   
p56 civet, mink e, f  2 2 MN f e6 1 S   
p57 
black and white 
capuchin, agouti 
rabbit b, m 2 2 IN f e3 12 N   
p58 
white-faced 
capuchin, 
pennsilata 
marmoset, 
Geoffrey 
marmoset b 3 3 IA f e1 2 E ue, sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p59 
hybrid capuchin 
(2), white-faced 
capuchin (17), 
coatimundi, 
albino raccoon b, g  4 21 FL f e3 1 S sp 
p60 
blackcap 
capuchin, spider 
monkey (2) b 2 3 TX m e3 1 N   
p61 
blackcap 
capuchin, white-
face capuchin b 2 2 TX f e5 1 N   
p62 wolfdog i 1 1 OK f e7 3, 11 N   
p63 wolfdog i 1 1 WA f e5 13, 20 N   
p64 
raccoon (3), 
wolfdog, red 
squirrel g, i, k 3 5 WI f e4 2 E, S   
p65 raccoon (13) g 1 13 TX f e6 2, 10 N   
p66 
muntjac deer, 
red-handed 
tamarin, black 
and white 
capuchin, 
blackcap 
capuchin, 
bushbaby a, b 5 5 TX f e3 12 N   
p67 capuchin b 1 1 TX f e6 13 N   
p68 
raccoon (3), 
prairie dog (2) g, k 2 5 FL f e4 2, 3 E, S sp 
p69 raccoon (2) g 1 2 CO f e5 2 E ue, sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p70 
sugar glider (9), 
raccoon (9), 
African pygmy 
hedgehog (2), 
tamandua 
anteater d, g, l, n 4 21 OH m e3 2, 13 B, D    
p71 raccoon (2) g 1 2 NC f e3 2 N ue, sp 
p72 raccoon (2) g 1 2 FL f e5 2, 8 S sp 
p73 coatimundi (2) g 1 2 TX f e5 2, 12 S   
p74 
brushtail 
possum, raccoon 
(2), fox squirrel d, g, k 3 4 IN f e7 23 N   
p75 raccoon (3) g 1 3 FL f e3 23 S   
p76 raccoon (2) g 1 2 KY m e3 2 N sp 
p77 
pot-bellied pig 
(3), opossum, 
raccoon (2) a, d, g 3 6 IL f e3 2 E, S ue, sp 
p78 
sugar glider (2), 
raccoon (3), 
squirrel d, g, k 3 6 CO m e2 6 N   
p79 
mink, skunk, 
least weasel (2), 
raccoon (4) f, g 4 8 WI m e7 3 B, E sp 
p80 wolfdog i 1 1 TX f e2 9, 18 N   
p81 
pot-bellied pig, 
skunk, raccoon 
(9) a, g 3 11 OH f e5 4, 18 S sp 
p82 sugar glider d 1 1 SC f e5 18 N   
p83 skunk, raccoon f, g 2 2 IL f e3 2 N ue, sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p84 capuchin b 1 1 TX f e5 4, 17 N   
p85 coatimundi (6) g 1 6 TX f e3 1 S sp 
p86 coatimundi (3) g 1 3 FL f e2 12 N sp 
p87 
blackcap 
capuchin (4) b 1 4 MO f e5 17 N   
p88 
raccoon (2), 
prairie dog (8), 
Richardson 
ground squirrel 
(2) g, k 3 12 IL f e3 8 N sp 
p89 
white-face 
capuchin (2) b 1 2 TX f e2 1 N   
p90 raccoon g 1 1 IN f e1 1 N sp 
p91 raccoon g 1 1 FL f e3 8 S sp, lp 
p92 
marmoset (2), 
bushbaby b 2 3 MI f e4 1 N   
p93 
pot-bellied pig 
(5), sugar glider 
(24), coatimundi 
(3), wolf (3) a, d, g, i 4 35 OK f e3 2, 9 S   
p94 
skunk (2), 
raccoon f, g 2 3 IA f e2 21 S sp 
p95 
Java macaque, 
blackcap 
capuchin b 2 2 NC m e5 9 N   
p96 raccoon (2) g 1 2 OH f e4 23 S   
p97 fennec i 1 1 MO m e3 12 N   
p98 
blackcap 
capuchin b 1 1 IN f e3 1 B 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p99 capuchin (6) b 1 6 TX m e3 1 N   
p100 
raccoon (3), 
Mexican wolf (2), 
wolfdog (2), 
hedgehog (3) g, i, l  4 10 CO f e7 2, 9, 19 E, S   
p101 wolfdog (3) i 1 3 MI m e5 4, 13 N   
p102 
bengal cat, 
fennec (2), degu h, i, k 3 4 NE f e6 2, 5, 12 E ue, lp 
p103 
pot-bellied pig 
(4), West African 
dwarf goat, 
Nigerian pygmy 
goat, nubian goat a 4 7 AZ f e4 9 S   
p104  skunk (4) f 1 4 FL f e5 2, 18 E, S sp 
p105 
squirrel monkey 
(3) b 1 3 FL f e5 19 N sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p106 
zebra, ring-tail 
lemur, common 
marmoset, 
cotton-top 
tamarin, African 
cusimanse, 
mountain 
caotimundi, 
kinkajou, genet, 
savannah cat, 
Bengal cat, 
prairie dog (9), 
Richardsons 
ground squirrel, 
short-tailed 
possum (2), 
hedgehog (4) 
a, b, e, g, 
h, k, l 14 26 TX f e3 2, 3 E, S   
p107 prairie dog k 1 1 TX m e4 15 N   
p108 
mountain lion, 
bobcat (5) h 2 6 OH m e3 1 N sp 
p109 antelope squirrel k 1 1 CA f e3 23 N   
p110 
black-cap/tufted 
capuchin mix, 
gray squirrel b, k 2 2 AR f e3 1 N  
p111 capuchin b 1 1 MN f e5 15 E ue 
p112 
Reindeer (12), 
camel (6), zebra 
(2) a 3 20 TN m e3 1 E ue 
p113 Siberian lynx h 1 1 NY  e4 3 E  
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p114 
eastern gray 
squirrel k 1 1 NH m e6 1, 5, 7 B ub 
p115 sugar glider (2) d 1 2 VT f e6 9 N  
p116 sugar glider (2) d 1 2 NH f e2 1 N  
p117 
hedgehog, short-
tailed opossum 
(3) d, l 2 4 MN f e4 4 E  
p118 Cebus capuchin b 1 1 SC m e3 1 E ue 
p119 
black-handed 
spider monkey 
(2) b 1 2 SC f e3 9 N  
p120 sugar glider (2) d 1 2 MA f e3 16, 18 N  
p121 serval h 1 1 TN m e5 15 E ue 
p122 
capuchin, 
marmoset, 
rhesus monkey 
(7) b 3 9 TN f e2 1 E, S ue, sp 
p123 sugar glider (2) d 1 2 MA f e4 11 N  
p124 kinkajou g 1 1 OH m e6 5 E ue 
p125 
spider monkey 
(2), kinkajou (2), 
hyena, capybara b, g, j, k 4 6 TX f e3 1 E 
ue, sp, 
lp 
p126 
opossum, genet, 
skunk (2), 
raccoon, 
kinkajou, degu 
(4), hedgehog 
d, e, f, g, 
k, l 7 11 IN f e5 4 E ue, sp 
p127 
kinkajou, fennec 
fox g, i 2 2 CA m e5 4, 12 E, S 
ue, sp 
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Participant Animal Name 
Animal 
Category 
(a-n) 
Number 
of 
Species 
Number 
of 
Exotics State 
Gender 
(m/f) 
Education 
Level               
(e1-e7) 
Cat. 
Occupation 
(1-23) 
Cat. Bus. 
Related to 
Animal 
Permit 
Type 
p128 skunk, raccoon f, g 2 2 MI f e3 1 N  
p129 
Bennett wallaby, 
prairie dog (2), 
Patagonian cavy d, k 3 4 WI f e5 1, 11 E ue 
p130 bear (5) j 1 5 TX m e3  E, S ue, sp 
p131 
camel, spider 
monkey (2), tiger 
(8), mountain 
lion a, b, h 4 12 TX m e2 2 E 
ue, sp, 
lp 
p132 
elk (4), deer (5), 
black bear a, j 3 10 IN m e4 21 E, S ue, sp 
p133 
white-faced 
capuchin b 1 1 IA f e3 1 E 
ue, sp, 
lp 
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APPENDIX G: SURVEY RESULTS OF OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 
 
Question #1: When did you get your first exotic pet (and what was it)? Why did you get your first exotic pet? 
r1 no reason given 
r2 part of a business/education program/service or therapy animal 
r3 allergic to normal pets 
r4 look similar (alternative) to a different species 
r5 injured/orphaned (wild) 
r6 rescue from previous owner 
r7 worked with them prior to getting one 
r8 replace child/companionship 
r9 affinity for that specific species (fascinating/always loved (wanted) one) 
r10 general interest in all animals 
r11 easy, low maintenance  
r12 enjoy challenge 
r13 want something wild, special or unique 
r14 gift from someone else/bought for a child 
r15 "fell in love" / cute / cool 
r16 impulse buy 
 
Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p1 squirrel monkey 1991             x   x               
p2 cheetah 2005                         x       
p3 serval 2008           x x                   
p4 2 fennecs 2006   x             x               
p5 ferret n/a (as a child)                           x     
p6 snake n/a (long time ago)                 x               
p7 mountain lion 1979             x                   
 
209 
 
Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p8 fennec  n/a (age 24)                       x     x   
p9 iguana 1995   x             x               
p10 
short-tailed 
possum 1999       x                         
p11 raccoon 1984         x                       
p12 
African pygmy 
hedgehog 2002                 x x             
p13 
white-tail deer 
fawn n/a (age 17)         x                       
p14 ferret 1994           x x           x       
p15 
southern flying 
squirrel 1992                           x     
p16 fennec  2006                 x               
p17 ferret 2003           x x                   
p18 hedgehog 2009     x                           
p19 gerbils n/a (age 35)       x                         
p20 guinea pig n/a (age 8)                         x       
p21 sugar glider 2007           x                     
p22 degus 2010                             x x 
p23 skunk 2003           x x                   
p24 rabbit 1998     x                           
p25 rat  2005           x       x             
p26 raccoon 1988         x                       
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Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p27 4 monkeys n/a (as a child)                               x 
p28 spider monkey 1986 x                               
p29 raccoon 2004         x                       
p30 raccoon 2007       x                         
p31 sugar gliders 2002 x                               
p32 skunk 1975           x                     
p33 serval 2006                 x               
p34 red fox n/a (age 16)         x                       
p35 parrot 1997                 x               
p36 white-tailed deer 1959         x                       
p37 ball python 2002           x                     
p38 chinchilla 1998                               x 
p39 
tamandua 
anteater 2006                 x x         x   
p40 serval 2010                 x               
p41 snow macaque 1998               x x               
p42 wolfdog 1995           x                   x 
p43 wolfdog 1986           x               x     
p44 timber wolf n/a             x                   
p45 wolfdog 2006                 x     x         
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Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p46 ball python 1995             x                   
p47 red fox n/a (age 7)         x       x               
p48 wolfdog 2008         x x x                   
p49 hedgehog 2000                           x     
p50 
3 wolfdog 
puppies 1995                             x   
p51 raccoon n/a (age 13)         x                       
p52 2 wolfdogs 2008               x x             x 
p53 
armadillo (wild 
rescue) n/a (as a child)                   x             
p54 
various 
orphaned 
wildlife n/a (as a child)                           x     
p55 serval 1998       x                         
p56 fish n/a                   x             
p57 Java macaque 2009                 x               
p58 parrots n/a               x   x             
p59 
white-faced 
capuchin n/a           x                     
p60 n/a n/a x                               
p61 macaw 1986                               x 
p62 wolfdog n/a         x x                     
p63 wolfdog 2000                           x     
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Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p64 n/a 
n/a (over 40 years 
ago)                   x             
p65 raccoon 1989         x                       
p66 lemur 2000                 x           x   
p67 capuchin 2008                             x x 
p68 raccoon 2003         x                       
p69 raccoon n/a (1970's) x                               
p70 rats 1996       x x x                     
p71 raccoon 1985         x                       
p72 raccoon n/a         x                       
p73 2 coatimundis 2010           x                     
p74 raccoon 1960         x                       
p75 raccoon 1991         x   x                   
p76 raccoon n/a (age 5) x                               
p77 raccoon 1975         x                       
p78 ferret 1970                   x   x         
p79 iguana 1960                   x             
p80 wolfdog 2008                 x               
p81 raccoon 1995         x   x                   
p82 ball python 1990                 x   x     x     
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Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p83 raccoon 2003         x                       
p84 capuchin 1997   x           x x               
p85 ferret n/a                       x x       
p86 coatimundi 1998                             x x 
p87 monkey 1972           x                   x 
p88 iguana n/a (age 10)                   x             
p89 
white-faced 
capuchin 1993                 x               
p90 raccoon n/a (age 18)                 x               
p91 raccoon 2009         x       x               
p92 monkey 1990                             x x 
p93 sugar glider 2001           x     x               
p94 raccoon n/a           x x         x         
p95 Java macaque 2003               x                 
p96 raccoon 
n/a (several years 
ago)         x                       
p97 ball python 2008                   x x           
p98 capuchin 2010                               x 
p99 monkey 1993                 x x             
p100 parrot 1970       x         x     x         
p101 wolfdog 1989                       x     x   
 
214 
 
Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p102 fennec  2001                               x 
p103 
red-tailed boa 
constrictor 1970         x x     x               
p104 skunk 1998                 x x             
p105 squirrel monkey 2006                 x     x         
p106 kinkajou 1998           x                     
p107 hedgehog 1996                         x   x x 
p108 bobcat 2003                 x               
p109 parrot 1985                       x         
p110 monkey 1998         x        
p111 capuchin 2002  x       x        
p112 sika deer 1985  x               
p113 Eurasian lynx 1993 x                
p114 sugar glider 2004           x   x   
p115 sugar glider 2012       x        x  
p116 monkey n/a (as a kid)             x    
p117 corn snake 1992          x   x x   
p118 capuchin 1996  x               
p119 vervet 2000         x        
p120 squirrel monkey 1972              x   
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Participant 1st exotic pet Year acquired r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9 r10 r11 r12 r13 r14 r15 r16 
p121 serval 2011           x  x    
p122 chimpanzee n/a (as a teenager)             x    
p123 ferret 2005               x  
p124 anole n/a (8 years old)          x       
p125 hedgehog  n/a (high school)          x       
p126 Iguana 1995   x      x        
p127 
red-handed 
tamarin 2001         x        
p128 whitetail deer 1958     x            
p129 chipmunks 1960’s          x x  x    
p130 bear n/a x                
p131 baboon 1980       x          
p132 black bear 2006          x  x     
p133 
white-faced 
capuchin 2010           x      
 
Question #2: Will you ever have other exotics as pets? 
 
Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p1 x 
    p2 
  
x 
  p3 
 
x 
   p4 
 
x 
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Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p5 
 
x 
   p6 
 
x 
   p7 
   
x 
 p8 
   
x 
 p9 
 
x 
   p10 
 
x 
   p11 
 
x 
   p12 
   
x 
 p13 
 
x 
   p14 
 
x 
   p15 
 
x 
   p16 
 
x 
   p17 
   
x 
 p18 
 
x 
   p19 
   
x 
 p20 
 
x 
   p21 
 
x 
   p22 
 
x 
   p23 
   
x 
 p24 
  
x 
  p25 
    
x 
p26 
 
x 
   p27 
 
x 
   p28 x 
    p29 
 
x 
   p30 
   
x 
 p31 
 
x 
   p32 
 
x 
   p33 
 
x 
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Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p34 
   
x 
 p35 
 
x 
   p36 
  
x 
  p37 
   
x 
 p38 
 
x 
   p39 
 
x 
   p40 
   
x 
 p41 
   
x 
 p42 
 
x 
   p43 
 
x 
   p44 
 
x 
   p45 
 
x 
   p46 
 
x 
   p47 
 
x 
   p48 
   
x 
 p49 
   
x 
 p50 
   
x 
 p51 
 
x 
   p52 x 
    p53 x 
    p54 
 
x 
   p55 
 
x 
   p56 
 
x 
   p57 x 
    p58 
    
x 
p59 x 
    p60 
    
x 
p61 
 
x 
   p62 
   
x 
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Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p63 x 
    p64 
 
x 
   p65 
 
x 
   p66 
   
x 
 p67 
   
x 
 p68 
 
x 
   p69 
 
x 
   p70 
 
x 
   p71 
 
x 
   p72 
 
x 
   p73 
   
x 
 p74 
    
x 
p75 
   
x 
 p76 
 
x 
   p77 
 
x 
   p78 
 
x 
   p79 
 
x 
   p80 
 
x 
   p81 
 
x 
   p82 
   
x 
 p83 
 
x 
   p84 x 
    p85 
 
x 
   p86 
   
x 
 p87 
   
x 
 p88 
 
x 
   p89 x 
    p90 
    
x 
p91 
   
x 
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Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p92 
 
x 
   p93 
 
x 
   p94 x 
    p95 x 
    p96 
   
x 
 p97 
   
x 
 p98 
   
x 
 p99 x 
    p100 
 
x 
   p101 
 
x 
   p102 
 
x 
   p103 
 
x 
   p104 
 
x 
   p105 
 
x 
   p106 
 
x 
   p107 
 
x 
   p108 
   
x 
 p109 
 
x 
   p110 
   
x 
 p111 x 
    p112 
   
x 
 p113 
   
x 
 p114 
   
x 
 p115 
   
x 
 p116 
 
x 
   p117 
 
x 
   p118 
   
x 
 p119 
 
x 
   p120 
 
x 
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Participant No Yes 
Yes, but only after this one 
is gone 
Maybe/ Depends/ Not 
Sure/ Don't Know No Answer 
p121 
 
x 
   p122 
 
x 
   p123 
    
x 
p124 x 
    p125 x 
    p126 
 
x 
   p127 
 
x 
   p128 
 
x 
   p129 
 
x 
   p130 x 
    p131 
 
x 
   p132 
 
x 
   p133 
  
x 
   
 
Question #3: If it became illegal to own your pet where you currently live, what would you do? 
 
Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p1   x   x         
p2       x         
p3 x               
p4 x     x         
p5 x               
p6 x               
p7       x         
p8   x             
p9             x   
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Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p10   x   x         
p11 x x             
p12 x   x           
p13 x               
p14   x   x         
p15 x x x           
p16         x       
p17 x x             
p18 x               
p19             x   
p20 x               
p21             x   
p22                 
p23   x x           
p24 x               
p25               x 
p26   x             
p27 x               
p28   x             
p29             x   
p30 x               
p31 x x   x         
p32 x               
p33 x     x         
p34 x x     x       
p35 x               
p36   x             
p37 x               
 
222 
 
Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p38   x             
p39 x               
p40   x             
p41       x         
p42   x             
p43     x   x       
p44 x               
p45         x       
p46 x               
p47 x x   x         
p48     x           
p49     x x         
p50 x x             
p51 x               
p52 x x             
p53   x             
p54       x         
p55 x               
p56   x             
p57 x   x           
p58 x               
p59     x           
p60               x 
p61     x           
p62   x   x         
p63   x             
p64 x               
p65   x             
 
223 
 
Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p66 x x             
p67 x               
p68 x     x         
p69   x             
p70 x               
p71 x               
p72 x               
p73 x               
p74 x x             
p75 x x             
p76 x x             
p77 x               
p78   x             
p79   x             
p80 x x             
p81   x             
p82 x               
p83 x               
p84   x       x     
p85 x     x         
p86 x   x           
p87 x               
p88   x             
p89 x               
p90 x               
p91   x             
p92 x               
p93 x           x   
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Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p94   x             
p95             x   
p96 x               
p97   x             
p98   x             
p99 x               
p100 x x   x         
p101 x               
p102 x   x           
p103 x x             
p104 x               
p105 x   x x         
p106 x               
p107 x x             
p108     x x         
p109   x             
p110 x   
 
       x   
p111 
 
       x       
p112   
 
        x    
p113 x  x    x         
p114 
 
          x    
p115   x   x          
p116 
 
 x    x         
p117 x           x   
p118   
 
x  
 
        
p119  x           
 
  
p120 
 
x              
p121   x             
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Participant Move 
Lie/hide 
the animal 
Hope for a 
grandfather 
clause 
Fight it in 
court 
Give the 
animal up 
Put the 
animal to 
sleep Don't know No answer 
p122   x             
p123 
 
 x             
p124 
  
  
 
      x  
p125 x               
p126 x   x           
p127 x 
 
            
p128 
 
            x  
p129 
 
x  
  
        
p130 
 
             x 
p131 
  
   x         
p132     
  
     x   
p133 x  
 
            
 
 
Question #4: Would you favor tighter regulations on owning exotic animals as pets if it meant more would be legal overall? 
 
Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p1     x     
 
              
p2 x         
 
              
p3 x         
 
x x x         
p4 x         
 
x x           
p5 x         
 
x             
p6 x         
 
    x         
p7 x         
 
              
p8 x         
 
              
p9 x         
 
  x           
 
226 
 
Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p10     x     
 
            x 
p11     x     
 
            x 
p12   x       
 
          x   
p13 x         
 
x             
p14 x         
 
  x           
p15   x       
 
      x       
p16     x     
 
              
p17     x     
 
            x 
p18 x         
 
  x           
p19 x         
 
x x x         
p20   x       
 
      x       
p21 x         
 
              
p22 x         
 
x x           
p23 x         
 
x x x         
p24 x         
 
  x           
p25         x 
 
              
p26   x       
 
          x   
p27 x         
 
  x           
p28 x         
 
x x           
p29   x       
 
      x       
p30 x         
 
x x           
p31 x         
 
    x         
p32       x   
 
              
p33   x       
 
      x       
p34     x     
 
            x 
p35   x       
 
      x       
p36     x     
 
            x 
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Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p37 x         
 
  x           
p38   x       
 
          x   
p39 x         
 
              
p40   x       
 
      x   x   
p41 x         
 
x   x         
p42 x         
 
              
p43   x       
 
      x       
p44     x     
 
              
p45 x         
 
              
p46 x         
 
              
p47   x       
 
      x   x   
p48         x 
 
              
p49 x         
 
x x           
p50 x         
 
x x           
p51 x         
 
  x           
p52       x   
 
              
p53 x         
 
x x           
p54     x     
 
            x 
p55 x         
 
x x           
p56 x         
 
              
p57 x         
 
    x         
p58 x         
 
              
p59 x         
 
x             
p60         x 
 
              
p61 x         
 
  x           
p62       x   
 
              
p63   x       
 
        x     
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Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p64         x 
 
              
p65   x       
 
      x       
p66 x         
 
              
p67   x       
 
          x   
p68 x         
 
x x           
p69 x         
 
              
p70 x         
 
x x           
p71   x       
 
              
p72   x       
 
        x     
p73   x       
 
        x     
p74 x         
 
              
p75     x     
 
            x 
p76   x       
 
          x   
p77 x         
 
  x           
p78 x         
 
              
p79   x       
 
              
p80 x         
 
    x         
p81 x         
 
x             
p82         x 
 
              
p83 x         
 
x x           
p84     x     
 
            x 
p85 x         
 
x x x         
p86 x         
 
x   x         
p87 x         
 
              
p88   x       
 
              
p89     x     
 
              
p90         x 
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Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p91 x         
 
              
p92 x         
 
              
p93 x         
 
  x           
p94 x         
 
  x           
p95   x       
 
          x   
p96 x         
 
x             
p97   x       
 
      x       
p98       x   
 
              
p99 x         
 
x x           
p100   x       
 
              
p101   x       
 
      x   x   
p102 x         
 
              
p103   x       
 
        x     
p104     x     
 
  x           
p105 x         
 
x x x         
p106 x         
 
              
p107 x         
 
              
p108 x         
 
  x           
p109 x         
 
  x           
p110 x         
  
  
 
        
p111 x         
 
x  x           
p112   x       
 
              
p113   x 
 
    
 
        x      
p114  x       
  
 x   x          
p115 x         
 
              
p116 x         
 
              
p117 x         
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Participant Yes No 
Maybe / 
Depends 
Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
 
Y: 
better 
animal 
welfare 
Y: 
prevent 
impulse 
buying 
Y: 
safety 
N: ok 
the way 
it is 
N: too 
many 
exotic pets 
already 
N: too 
restrictive 
/ too 
expensive 
M: 
depends 
on 
specifics 
p118 x         
 
  
 
          
p119 x 
 
      
 
          
 
  
p120 
 
  x      
 
x            x 
p121   x       
 
      
 
      
p122  x     
 
  
 
              
p123 
 
       x 
   
          
p124   
 
x      
 
            x  
p125  x 
 
      
 
x      x   x   
p126 x         
 
x   x          
p127   
 
x     
 
        
 
  x  
p128     x     
 
  x           
p129 
 
  x      
    
      x  
p130 
 
      x  
 
              
p131 x         
 
 x    x         
p132 
 
 x       
 
  
 
          
p133 
 
     x   
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Question #5: As an exotic pet owner, would you prefer to have a single, comprehensive nationwide standard for ownership, or keep it as 
it is with every state and city able to make its own rules? Why? 
        
Participant Federal Federal,    
if equal  
for all 
State Other Other Reason Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
p1      x  
p2   x     
p3 x       
p4    x depends upon animal  
p5    x nationwide standards would never work 
p6  x      
p7 x       
p8   x     
p9 x       
p10 x       
p11   x     
p12   x     
p13 x       
p14    x would like consistency of nationwide, adverse to government  
intrusion 
p15    x only animal welfare should be regulated, not ownership 
p16 x       
p17  x  x    
p18 x       
p19    x depends upon the animal  
p20    x neither   
p21 x       
p22 x       
p23  x      
p24  x      
p25       x 
 
232 
 
Participant Federal Federal,    
if equal  
for all 
State Other Other Reason Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
p26       x 
p27 x       
p28 x       
p29    x depends upon the animal  
p30       x 
p31    x federal should make states allow ownership, but states should be  
free to regulate as needed 
p32       x 
p33 x       
p34   x     
p35   x     
p36   x     
p37 x       
p38    x depends upon the species  
p39   x     
p40   x     
p41   x     
p42 x       
p43      x  
p44       x 
p45 x       
p46 x       
p47   x     
p48       x 
p49 x       
p50   x     
p51 x       
p52   x     
 
233 
 
Participant Federal Federal,    
if equal  
for all 
State Other Other Reason Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
p53    x federal guidelines for some types, but states should regulate most 
p54   x     
p55 x       
p56 x       
p57  x      
p58 x       
p59       x 
p60       x 
p61 x       
p62  x      
p63      x  
p64 x       
p65      x  
p66  x      
p67  x      
p68 x       
p69 x       
p70       x 
p71   x     
p72 x       
p73       x 
p74 x       
p75  x      
p76 x       
p77 x       
p78 x       
p79    x oppose all government intrusion and laws regarding animals 
p80   x     
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Participant Federal Federal,    
if equal  
for all 
State Other Other Reason Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
p81 x       
p82    x nationwide standard, that states can make more stringent if desired 
p83    x would like consistency of nationwide, but adverse to federal  
government intrusion 
p84 x       
p85 x       
p86  x      
p87      x  
p88    x would depend upon the laws 
p89 x       
p90       x 
p91   x     
p92 x       
p93 x       
p94 x       
p95   x     
p96       x 
p97      x  
p98 x       
p99   x     
p100    x shouldn't be illegal anywhere 
p101    x don't like either - both have difficulties 
p102 x       
p103   x     
p104    x states would never all agree  
p105  x      
p106 x       
p107 x       
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Participant Federal Federal,    
if equal  
for all 
State Other Other Reason Don't 
Know 
No 
Answer 
p108 x       
p109 x       
p110       x 
p111 x       
p112 x     
p113    x federal laws are too easy for special interests to manipulate, state 
laws are inconsistent 
  
p114    x would prefer less government, but states are inconsistent   
p115 x       
p116 x       
p117   x     
p118 x       
p119  x      
p120   x     
p121   x     
p122  x      
p123 x       
p124  x    
p125 x     
p126 x       
p127   x     
p128    x states would never all agree to a federal standard  
p129  x      
p130 x    federal laws should prohibit owning most animals by most people   
p131   x     
p132 x       
p133   x     
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APPENDIX H: SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 
Please indicate the species and number of mammals you own as pets. Do not include 
breeder animals, unless they are also your pets. If you know it, you may want to include 
each animal’s age.  
 
 Hoofstock (includes deer, pigs, goats, camels, zebra, antelope, etc, also hybrids – do not 
include “domestic” varieties i.e. farm animals: this includes American bison, alpacas and 
llamas) 
 Non-human Primates (all types)  
 Sea Mammals (all types) 
 Marsupials and Monotremes (all types) 
 Mongooses and Related Species (Meerkats, Civets, Genets, Binturongs, Linsangs, etc) 
 Mustelids (Weasels, Badgers, Otters, Skunks, Wolverines, Martens, etc) 
 Procyonids (Raccoons, Coatis, Ringtails, Kinkajous, Olingos, etc) 
 Cats (Large <Panthera> and Small <Felis>, also hybrids) 
 Dogs and Foxes (includes Wolves, Jackals, Coyotes, Foxes, etc, also hybrids) 
 Other Carnivores (Aardwolf, Hyenas, Bears)  
 Rodents and Similar Species (Rats, Mice, Squirrels, Prairie Dogs, Beavers, Groundhogs, 
Springhaas (Springhare), Porcupines, Maras, Capybaras, Pacas, etc) 
 Insectivores (Tenrecs, Moles, Hedgehogs, Shrews)  
 Other Small Mammals (Armadillos, Rabbits, Hares, Pikas, Hyraxes) 
 Other Large Mammals (Aardvarks, Sloths, Anteaters, Pangolins, Elephants, etc) 
Please take the time to answer a few questions. All questions are voluntary, and will not 
be shared with any person or entity. I encourage you to respond to each question, but you 
do not have to answer any question you are uncomfortable with.  
Demographic / statistical data 
State you reside in (for mapping and statistical purposes): _________________________ 
Zip code (for mapping and statistical purposes): ________________________ 
Gender: _____________ 
Number of people that reside at your place of residence: __________________________ 
Occupation(s): ___________________________________________________________ 
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Education level:  
 did not finish high school 
 high school diploma / GED 
 some college 
 associate degree 
 bachelor's degree 
 master's degree 
 PhD  
 
Additional Questions 
 
Besides having at least one exotic animal as a pet, are you any of the following as well? 
____ Breeder 
____ Dealer 
____ Exhibitor / Animal Educator 
____ Sanctuary / Rescue / Shelter Operator 
 If you would like to share the name of your organization, you may do so here 
 
If you are an exhibitor or educator, do you use your pet animals in your exhibits / shows? 
Yes  No  
 
If you are a breeder, what animals do you breed, and how many of these animals did you 
sell in the last year as pets?  
 
Do you have any type of USDA license?  
Yes  No 
 
Does your state require a permit of some type to keep the animals you have? 
Yes  No  Don’t Know  
 
If yes, do you have such a permit?  
Yes  No  Prefer not to answer 
 
If yes, which animals, and what type of permit? 
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Does your county, city, township, village or other local area require a permit of some 
type to keep the animals you have? 
Yes  No  Don’t Know  
 
If yes, do you have such a permit?  
Yes  No  Prefer not to answer 
 
If yes, which animals, and what type of permit? 
 
Do you have a vet for your exotic pets? 
Yes  No 
 
If no, why not? 
 
When did you get your first exotic pet (and what was it)? 
 
Why did you get your first exotic pet? I am very interested in this question! Be as specific 
as you like.  
 
Will you ever have other exotics as pets? Why or why not? Be as specific as you like. 
 
If it became illegal to own your pet where you currently live, what would you do?  
 
Would you favor tighter regulations on owning exotic animals as pets if it meant more 
would be legal overall?   
 
As an exotic pet owner, would you prefer to have a single, comprehensive nationwide 
standard for ownership, or keep it as it is with every state and city able to make its own 
rules? Why? 
 
 
239 
 
Additional Comments 
If you have any additional comments or questions, you may input them here. You may 
also include any contact or reference information you would like me to have. Anything 
you include will be strictly confidential. If there is any information you would like to 
have acknowledged in the publication (rescue organization name and address, etc), please 
indicate this as well. Thank you very much for your time!  
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APPENDIX I: SPECIES REPRESENTED IN SURVEY 
 
Hoofstock (58) 
zebra (3) 
camel (7) 
elk (4) 
reindeer (12) 
white-tail deer (6) 
muntjac deer (1) 
axis deer (1) 
Barbados sheep (5) 
West African dwarf goat (1) 
Nigerian pygmy goat (1) 
Nubian goat (1) 
pot-bellied pig (15) 
micro-mini pig (1) 
 
Bears (7) 
black bear (6) 
brown bear (1) 
 
Canids (60) 
Mexican wolf (2) 
gray wolf (4) 
wolf hybrid (33)  
arctic fox (2) 
silver-phase red fox (1) 
red fox (4) 
fennec (14) 
 
Felids (44)  
cheetah (1) 
serval (10) 
mountain lion (7) 
bobcat (7) 
Siberian lynx (1) 
Canadian lynx (1) 
Siberian tiger (1) 
Bengal tiger (8) 
leopard (5) 
Savannah cat (1) 
Bengal cat (2) 
 
Other Large Carnivores (1) 
spotted hyena (1) 
 
Primates (86) 
squirrel monkey (4) 
spider monkey (7) 
black-handed spider monkey (2) 
snow macaque (2) 
Java macaque (2) 
rhesus macaque (7) 
blackcap capuchin (23) 
white-faced capuchin (22) 
black and white capuchin (2) 
Cebus capuchin (1) 
tufted capuchin (1) 
red-handed tamarin (1) 
cotton-top tamarin (1) 
Geoffrey marmoset (2) 
pencillata marmoset (2) 
common marmoset (4) 
bushbaby (2) 
ring-tail lemur (1) 
 
Mustelids (29) 
mink (3) 
European polecat (2) 
least weasel (2) 
skunk (22) 
 
Procyonids (118)  
raccoon (92) 
kinkajou (10) 
white-nosed coatimundi (15) 
mountain coatimundi (1) 
 
Mongooses and Related Species 
(7)  
Mongoose (1) 
African cusimanse (1) 
spotted genet (1) 
genet (3) 
civet (1) 
 
Marsupials (59) 
sugar glider (47) 
Bennett wallaby (1) 
brushtail possum (1) 
short-tailed opossum (5)  
opossum (5) 
 
Rodents (101)  
capybara (5) 
Patagonian cavy (1) 
agouti (3) 
degu (23) 
fat-tailed gerbil (duprasi) (3) 
Gambian pouched rat (19) 
dormouse (5) 
black-tailed prairie dog (23) 
Richardson’s ground squirrel (3) 
southern flying squirrel (1) 
Prevost squirrel (3) 
gray squirrel (5) 
red squirrel (4) 
fox squirrel (2) 
antelope squirrel (1) 
 
Insectivores (16) 
African pygmy hedgehog (16) 
 
Other Animals (3) 
tamandua anteater (2) 
agouti rabbit (1)
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APPENDIX J: EXOTIC PET NUMBERS, BY STATE 
 
 
State…………….Number of Exotics 
Alabama……………………0 
Alaska……………………... 0 
Arizona……………………. 13 
Arkansas…………………... 2 
California………………….. 4 
Colorado…………………... 18 
Connecticut……………….. 0 
Delaware…………………... 0 
Florida…………………….. 90 
Georgia……………………. 12 
Hawaii…………………….. 0 
Idaho…………………..….. 2 
Illinois…………………….. 57 
Indiana……………………. 46 
Iowa……………………..... 9 
Kansas…………………….. 2 
Kentucky………………….. 4 
Louisiana………………….. 4 
Maine……………………... 0 
Maryland………………….. 1 
Massachusetts…………...… 4 
Michigan………………….. 16 
Minnesota………………..... 8 
Mississippi……………..….. 0 
Missouri………………..….. 5 
State…………….Number of Exotics 
Montana……………….….. 2 
Nebraska……………….….. 5 
Nevada…………………….. 0 
New Hampshire……..…….. 3 
New Jersey…………….….. 0 
New Mexico…………...….. 0 
New York……………...….. 2 
North Carolina…………….. 6 
North Dakota…………..….. 0 
Ohio……………………….. 47 
Oklahoma……………...….. 40 
Oregon…………………….. 2 
Pennsylvania…………...….. 0 
Rhode Island………….…... 0 
South Carolina…………….. 6 
South Dakota………….…... 0 
Tennessee…………….….... 32 
Texas………………….…... 111 
Utah……………………….. 2 
Vermont…………….…….. 2 
Virginia…………………..... 11 
Washington……………….. 3 
West Virginia………….….. 0 
Wisconsin………………..... 17 
Wyoming………………….. 0
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